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for 
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THE  FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ADMINISTRATION  HAS  DETERMINED  THAT  ALTERNATIVE 
iiqii  OF  THIS  PROPOSED  PROJECT  WILL  NOT  HAVE  ANY  SIGNIFICANT  IMPACT 
ON  THE  HUMAN  ENVIRONMENT.  THIS  FINDING  OF  NO  SIGNIFICANT  IMPACT  IS 
BASED  ON  THE  ATTACHED  ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT/FINAL  SECTION  4(f) 
EVALUATION,  COMMENTS  FROM  THE  LOCATION  AND  DESIGN  PUBLIC  HEARING, 
AND  ADDITIONAL  INFORMATION  RECEIVED.  THIS  FINDING  HAS  BEEN  INDE- 
PENDENTLY EVALUATED  BY  THE  FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ADMINISTRATION  AND  DE- 
TERMINED TO  ADEQUATELY  AND  ACCURATELY  DISCUSS  THE  NEED,  ENVIRONMEN- 
TAL ISSUES,  AND  IMPACTS  OF  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT  AND  APPROPRIATE  MI- 
TIGATION MEASURES.  IT  PROVIDES  SUFFICIENT  EVIDENCE  AND  ANALYSIS 
FOR  DETERMINING  THAT  AN  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  IS  NOT  RE- 
QUIRED. THE  FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ADMINISTRATION  TAKES  FULL  RESPONSI- 
BILITY FOR  THE  ACCURACY,  SCOPE  AND  CONTENT  OF  THE  ATTACHED  COMBINED 
ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT/FINAL  SECTION  4(f)  EVALUATION. 
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I. 

-  SUMMARY 


The  initial  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  and  DRAFT  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  for 
this  proposed  project  was  approved  for  circulation  and  review  by  the  former  Mon- 
tana Department  of  Highways  (MDOH  -  known  as  the  Montana  Department  of 
Transportation's/MDTs  Highways  Division  since  July  1,  1991),  and  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration  (FHWA)  on  September  12,  1988.   This  document  has 
now  been  revised  and  is  being  submitted  as  a  combined  EA  and  FINAL  Section 
4(f)  Evaluation  [FINAL  4(f)].   This  EA  has  been  written  under  the  provisions  of 
23  CFR  771.119(g).  and  the  FINAL  4(f)  is  under  23  CFR  771.135Q"). 

This  EA  includes  a  Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact  (FoNSI)  as  required  by  23 
CFR  771.121.  This  EA  is  also  in  compliance  with  the  Montana  Environmental 
Policy  Act  (MEPA)  provisions  for  Highways  under  ARM  18.2.239. 

This  proposed  project  -  #BRM  5211(2),  now  known  as  the  9—  -  10311  STREETS 
NORTH  (Connector)  BRIDGE  -  is  located  in  Great  Falls,  Cascade  County,  Mon- 
tana.   Seven  Alternates  —  identified  as  "A"  through  "G"  —  are  evaluated  in  this 
combined  revised  EA/ FINAL  4(f)  document. 

After  careful  consideration  of  the  environmental  impacts,  Alternate  "G"  was  se- 
lected for  implementation  of  this  proposed  action.   This  Alternate  involves  the 
construction  of  a  new  bridge  over  the  Missouri  River.   This  facility  will  be  on  a 
new  location  upstream  (westerly)  of  the  existing  lO2^  St.  N.  structure. 

Two  adverse  effects  noted  from  this  Alternate  are: 

1.  The  destruction  of  a  historic  bridge  that  is  in  poor  condition; 
and 

2.  Using  0.764  acres,  and  isolating  0.454  acres  of  unimproved  parkland. 

These  effects  are  discussed  further  in  the  FINAL  4(f)  under  Part  VII  (page  100). 

Land  use,  and  natural  resources  will  not  be  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed 
action.   There  also  are  no  relocations  nor  adverse  effects  on  minorities.   This  revi- 
sed EA  identifies  the  ongoing  investigations  for  Hazardous  Wastes  on  both  appro- 
aches.  This  document  also  mentions  the  proposed  bike  path  under  the  southerly 
end  of  the  new  bridge. 


A  Public  Hearing  was  held  in  mid-December,  1988,  and  comments  from  various 
Federal,  state,  and  local  government  agencies  have  been  received  regarding  this 
proposed  project.   There  have  also  been  comments  from  local  area  residents  and 
businesses.   The  comments  received,  and  revisions  made  to  date  have  been  incor- 
porated within  the  following  pages  of  this  document. 

Based  on  the  following  revisions  incorporated  within  this  EA  the  Preferred  Alter- 
nate "G"  will  have  no  significant  individual  or  cumulative  impacts  on  the  environ- 
ment.  Also  this  is  the  only  prudent  and  feasible  alternate  to  the  demolition  of  a 
historic  bridge,  and  use  of  recreational  land  in  regards  to  Section  4(f)  of  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Transportation  Act  of  1966  (49  U.S.C.  303). 

The  documentation  supporting  these  conclusions  is  within  the  following  pages,  and 
in  the  copies  of  correspondence,  Public  Hearing  transcript,  and  related  materials. 
These  latter  items  follow  Part  VI  "Comments  and  Coordination"  (page  29)  of  the 
EA,  and  Part  VII  -G.  "Attachments"  (page  109)  of  the  FINAL  4(f)  documents. 
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II. 

DESCRIPTION  of  the  PROPOSED  ACTION 


This  proposed  action  consists  of  replacing  the  existing  lO1^  St.  N.  Bridge  crossing  the 
Missouri  River  in  Great  Falls  with  a  new  structure  referred  to  as  the  9—  -  10^ 
STREETS  NORTH  (Connector)  BRIDGE.   This  includes  new  approaches  and  inter- 
sections at  both  ends  of  this  new  structure.   This  proposed  project  is  located  in  the 
West  Vi  of  the  NorthEast  W  of  Section  1,  Township  -  20  -  North,  Range  -  3  -  East  — 
Montana  Principal  Meridian;   and  is  shown  on  Figures  1  and  2. 

The  proposed  new  bridge  includes  a  52-foot  wide  roadway  between  an  extension  of 
9m  St.  N.  on  the  south  (right)  bank,  and  lO21*  St.  N.  (Federal-Aid  Urban/FAU  route 
#5211)  on  the  north  (left)  bank.   Superstructure  construction  will  be  of  either  con- 
crete or  steel.   This  depends  on  the  estimated  costs  of  materials  and  labor.   The  pro- 
posed plans  and  elevations  for  the  structure  are  shown  on  Figures  8  and  10.   Typical 
cross  sections  proposed  for  the  bridge  are  shown  in  Figures  9  and  11.  The  proposed 
bridge  deck  has  four  lanes  of  12-ft.  width/each,  a  2-ft.  shoulder  and  a  6.5-ft.  walkway 
with  barrier  on  each  side.   The  total  bridge  width  is  65  feet. 

A  proposed  design  speed  of  40  MPH  has  been  determined  by  the  south  approach. 
The  south  approach  is  the  "critical"  design  section  for  this  proposed  project.   This  is 
due  to  the  proximity  of  the  southerly  end  of  the  proposed  bridge  to  the  intersection 
with  River  Drive  (FAU  5205).   The  proposed  design  speed  is  above  the  posted  limits 
for  the  existing  roadways.   The  existing  bridge  will  be  maintained  for  a  detour  route, 
and  then  removed  once  the  new  structure  is  in  place  and  opened  for  traffic. 

The  proposed  new  approaches  at  both  ends  of  the  bridge  include  new  intersection 
alignments.   At  the  south  end,  the  new  alignment  for  the  intersection  with  FAU  5205 
will  connect  to  an  extension  of  9—  St.  N.   This  extension  is  to  be  completed  by  the 
City  of  Great  Falls  as  part  of  a  reconstruction  project  begun  in  1991.   The  City's  pro- 
ject included  the  removal  of  the  overpass  formerly  crossing  two  Burlington  Northern 
(BN)  RR  tracks.   BN  removed  one  of  their  tracks  in  mid-1991,  the  other  now  crosses 
the  new  9—  St.  N.  route  at-grade.   The  north  approach  includes  a  new  intersection 
with  River  Road  (FAU  5204)  westerly  of  the  present  location.   Both  proposed  appro- 
aches will  also  be  four  lanes  wide  and  may  include  turning  lanes.   The  proposed 
intersection  alignments  are  shown  on  Figure  12. 

The  lO222  St.  N.  Bridge  is  eligible  for  inclusion  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places  (NRHP),  and  the  proposed  new  intersection  on  the  south  approach  will  use 
(or  impair  the  use  of)  a  portion  of  a  city  park.   The  proposed  removal  of  the  struc- 
ture and  the  proposed  use  of  the  city  park  requires  implementation  of  the  measures 
in  Section  4(f)  of  the  1966  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  Act  (49  U.S.C.  303). 
These  measures  are  described  in  the  FINAL  4(f)  in  Part  VII,  following. 


A  separate  project  related  to  this  proposed  action  involves  the  construction  of  a  bike 
path/scenic  trail  corridor  along  the  Missouri  River's  left  bank  in  Great  Falls.   BN's 
track  to  the  east  of  9—  St.  N.  has  been  removed,  and  the  abandoned  grade  is  now 
the  route  of  this  corridor.   The  corridor  is  planned  to  extend  under  this  proposed 
project's  new  bridge.   The  relationship  to  this  proposed  9—  -  lO311  STREETS 
NORTH  (Connector)  BRIDGE  project  is  its  mitigation  for  the  City  parkland  being 
impacted  —  see  Section  V  -  G,  under  the  "Parkland  Impacts"  in  this  document  —  and 
Part  VII,  the  FINAL  4(f)  Evaluation. 

Funding  for  the  bike  path  was  split  between  the  City,  MDOH,  and  the  BN  through  a 
Memorandum  of  Understanding  approved  on  October  1,  1990.    MDOH's  share  of 
this  funding  is  included  under  this  proposed  project.   This  bike  path  project  has  been 
documented  through  the  Categorical  Exclusion  provisions  defined  under  23  CFR  771. 
117(c).  part  (3).   The  FHWA  was  notified  of  this  proposed  bike  path  on  February  20, 
1991.   A  copy  of  the  notification  letter  is  included  under  Part  VI  of  this  revised  EA. 

There  are  two  other  proposed  projects  in  this  part  of  Great  Falls  that  are  related  to 
this  proposed  action.   This  relationship  is  in  terms  of  connecting  routes  and  traffic 
patterns.   The  City  has  recently  been  studying  the  feasibility  of  reconstructing  River 
Drive  (FAU  5205)  between  this  proposed  project's  south  approach  (at  the  proposed 
FAU  5205/5211  intersection)  and  \5m  St.  N.  (FAP  10),  0.4  ±  miles  easterly.   That 
possible  reconstruction  may  also  be  tied  to  a  proposed  realignment  of  the  FAP  10/ 
FAU  5205  intersection  under  the  15^  STREET  NORTH  &  RIVER  DRIVE  project 
[#F  10  -  1(9)3,  Preconstruction  Management  System/P.M.S.  Control  #1356]. 

Both  of  these  proposed  actions  will  be  reviewed  under  their  own  environmental  docu- 
ments.  Neither  will  have  any  individual  or  cumulative  significant  environmental  im- 
pacts on  this  proposed  9311  -  lO3^  STREETS  NORTH  (Connector)  BRIDGE  project. 
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PreStressed  Concrete 
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Pictures  #3  &  4 

Existing  10th  Street  North  Bridge 
(Conditions  on  downstream  overhang) 

Photos  Date:   c.  1986± 
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III. 

PURPOSE  of  And  NEED  for  ACTION 


The  main  purpose  of  this  proposed  action  is  to  replace  an  existing  structurally  defi- 
cient bridge  over  the  Missouri  River.   This  will  provide  the  public  with  continued  and 
improved  use  of  a  river  crossing  at  this  point.   This  will  also  enhance  traffic  safety  by 
the  proposed  intersection  realignments  at  the  new  approaches.   The  proposed  multi- 
lane  bridge  deck  also  enhances  safety  and  improves  traffic  flows. 

The  present  lO1^  St.  N.  bridge  is  on  a  Minor  Arterial  under  the  1985  Functional 
Classification  system  for  Urban  Routes.   This  route  is  one  of  two  between  the  City  to 
the  town  of  Black  Eagle,  and  other  points  to  the  northeast  by  its  connection  with  U.S. 
Highway  #87  (FAP  10).   This  route  is  also  important  to  the  travelling  public  in  the 
area  as  it  connects  the  northeast  side  with  the  central  and  southerly  parts  of  the  city 
of  Great  Falls. 

The  existing  concrete  structure  is  over  seventy  years  old  and  has  been  in  use  for  near- 
ly all  of  that  time.   It  consists  of  eight  spans,  each  with  two  variable-depth  reinforced 
concrete  arches  as  main  supporting  members  for  the  cast-in-place  concrete  bridge 
deck.   Thorough  investigations  of  the  bridge  in  1973  and  1985  indicate  the  structure 
above  the  arches  is  in  a  badly  deteriorated  condition.   The  concrete  is  spalling,  crac- 
king, exposing  reinforcing  bars,  and  small  pieces  occasionally  fall  into  the  river  (see 
Figures  5  and  6). 

The  load  limit  for  traffic  using  this  crossing  was  reduced  to  8,000  pounds  in  1975. 
This  severely  limits  the  use  of  the  bridge  by  the  public.   The  existing  structure  is  defi- 
cient, maintaining  a  critically  low  sufficiency  rating  of  2.0,  compared  to  a  maximum 
possible  rating  of  100.   This  is  one  of  the  lowest  sufficiency-rated  structures  still  in- 
use  according  to  the  MDTs  Bridge  Bureau.   The  bridge  may  be  closed  to  ail  traffic  if 
the  deterioration  of  the  poor  structural  condition  accelerates. 

The  south  approach's  geometries  and  vehicle  accident  history  are  as  follows: 

Existing  Conditions 

This  is  currently  on  a  "temporary"  connection  between  the  northerly  end  of  the 
City's  new  9—  St.  N.  route  and  the  present  1021  St.  N./River  Drive  intersec- 
tion (FAU  5211  /5205V   The  City  reconstructed  9m  St.  N.  to  the  northerly  end 
of  the  former  overpass  that  crossed  the  BN's  tracks.   Both  the  structure  and 
one  track  have  been  removed.   The  City's  "temporary"  alignment  includes  a 
100±  ft.  radius  curve  to  the  right  from  9—  St.  N.'s  current  (north)  end.   This 
is  followed  by  a  280  ±  ft.  tangent  to  a  225  ±  ft.  radius  curve  — left.   This  latter 
curve  ends  at  a  short  tangent  from  the  original  lO3^  St.  N.  alignment  south  of 
its  intersection  with  River  Drive  (FAU  5205). 


Existing  Conditions  (conclusion:) 

The  intersection  at  the  south  end  of  the  present  10311  St.  N.  (FAU  5211) 
Bridge  with  River  Drive  (FAU  5205)  and  the  connecting  route  to  9—  St.  N. 
has  one  of  the  highest  accident  rates  for  the  city.   TABLE  I  shows  the  accident 
rate  per  million  vehicles,  and  accident  severity  rate  for  this  intersection  and 
the  9—  St.  N.  connection  segment  compared  with  three  other  major  intersec- 
tions within  the  city.   The  proposed  action  provides  a  direct  route  to  the  new 
9—  St.  N.  alignment  to  be  completed  by  the  City. 

It  is  also  noted  that  the  "temporary"  connection  between  the  reconstructed  por- 
tion of  9—  St.  N.  and  the  present  FAU  5205/5211  intersection  continues  to 
pose  safety  problems.   A  fatal  accident  occurred  in  January,  1992  on  the  curve 
from  the  northerly  end  of  the  new  9—  St.  N.  alignment.   This  accident  invol- 
ved a  car  crossing-into  the  other  lane  —  colliding  with  a  southbound  truck. 

The  "temporary"  connection  was  posted  with  a  20  MPH  speed  limit  upon  its  comple- 
tion by  the  City.    However,  until  the  proposed  9—  -  lO333  STREETS  NORTH  (Con- 
nector) BRIDGE  project  is  completed  —  along  with  its  connection  to  9—  St.  N.  —  this 
"temporary"  alignment  will  remain  as  one  of  the  most  unsafe  routes  in  the  City. 

The  new  approach  will  also  provide  better  sight  distances  at  its  proposed  intersection 
with  the  improved  vertical  and  horizontal  alignments.   The  City's  completion  of  9^ 
St.  N.  to  this  proposed  intersection  will  eliminate  the  high  fill  between  these  two 
areas.   Figures  2  and  12  show  this  proposed  9—  St.  N.  intersection  with  FAU  5205. 


TABLE  I 

Accident  Rate  and  Severity  for  1985 

Segment 

Accident 
Rate 

Severity 
Rate 

9—  St.  N.  connection  to  River  Drive 
(North  end  of  BN  overpass  to  FAU  5205) 

1.50 

4.40 

lO313  Ave.  S.   &    13s1  St.  S.  intersection 
(FAP  60)                    (FAU  5215) 

1.05 

4.10 

10333  Ave.  S.   &   25s1  St.  S.  intersection 
(FAP  60)                    (FAU  5217) 

1.07 

3.87 

1—  Ave.  N.   &   River  Drive  intersection 
(FAU  5210)                 (FAU  5205) 

1.14 

3.78 
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The  1985  Average  Daily  Traffic  at  the  south  approach  (prior  to  the  City's  reconstruc- 
tion of  9m  St.  N.)  was  7,320  vehicles  per  day.   Traffic  on  the  lO111  St.  N.  Bridge  itself 
was  11,920  vehicles  per  day  in  1984  -  9,485  in  1986  —  and  is  projected  to  be  18,650 
in  the  year  2014  with  this  proposed  project.   The  projected  traffic  across  the  existing 
bridge  fell  to  13,300  vehicles  per  day  by  2006  if  the  approaches  were  not  improved. 

This  heavy  traffic  load,  along  with  the  critically  low  sufficiency  rating  indicates  the 
present  bridge  —  and  "temporary"  south  approach  from  the  end  of  the  new  9—  St.  N. 
alignment  —  are  not  capable  of  handling  the  design  hourly  volume  of  1,850  for  the 
projected  traffic  in  the  year  2014,  and  therefore  must  be  improved. 

If  this  proposed  9m  -  lO311  STREETS  NORTH  (Connector)  BRIDGE  project  is  not 
built,  the  crossing  will  eventually  be  lost.   The  existing  bridge  is  in  such  a  condition 
that  it  may  be  closed  to  traffic  and  removed  within  the  next  two  decades.   This  will 
force  the  approximately  9,800  cars  a  day  using  this  bridge  (in  1989)  to  use  other  cros- 
sings.   Most  traffic  would  probably  use  the  15—  St.  N.  Bridge  (U.S.  Highway  #87/ 
FAP  10),  0.4  ±  miles  to  the  east  (downstream).   This  route  already  has  congested  in- 
tersections at  each  approach  during  peak  traffic  hours.   Other  vehicles  would  utilize 
the  1—  Ave.  N.  Bridge  (FAU  5210).  1.4  ±  miles  upstream  (see  Figures  1  &  2). 

A  change  to  traffic  patterns  with  the  completion  of  this  proposed  project  will  be  an 
increase  in  truck  traffic  on  the  new  bridge.   All  trucks  over  8,000  Lbs.  are  presently 
restricted  from  using  the  10-^  St.  N.  bridge.   As  traffic  studies  indicate,  there  is  no 
significant  increase  in  traffic  using  the  new  bridge  in  the  immediate  future.   There- 
fore no  significant  alterations  to  traffic  flows  will  occur  in  this  area  of  Great  Falls 
when  the  new  bridge  is  completed.    Figure  13  shows  the  traffic  flows  projected  for 
this  proposed  9^  -  lO11*  STREETS  NORTH  (Connector)  BRIDGE  project. 
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Figure  #13 


IV. 
ALTERNATIVES 


Seven  alternatives  were  considered  in  order  to  determine  the  best  solution  to  satisfy 
the  stated  purpose  and  need.   Six  of  these  maintained  a  crossing  of  the  Missouri  Ri- 
ver at  the  present  bridge's  location.   The  initial  goal  at  the  beginning  of  this  proposed 
project  was  to  determine  to  what  extent,  if  any,  the  bridge  could  be  modified  or  reno- 
vated for  reuse.   This  goal  was  established  because  (as  previously  noted  in  Part  II) 
the  existing  bridge  is  eligible  for  the  NRHP. 

An  effort  was  made  to  utilize  the  existing  structure  and  yet  still  provide  a  safe  and 
fully  usable  river  crossing  at  this  location.   While  these  utilization  alternatives  were 
being  considered,  the  former  CMS1  P&P  RR's  track  was  removed  to  the  south  of 
River  Drive  (FAU  5205.  see  Figures  2  &  12).   An  alternative  for  a  completely  new 
structure  to  replace  the  existing  bridge  then  became  viable,  especially  when  it  elimi- 
nated the  need  to  use  the  existing  poor  approach  on  the  south  side. 

The  following  lists  these  seven  alternatives  —  with  "G"  being  the  Preferred  Alternate: 


A  "Do  Nothing" 

This  alternative  was  unacceptable  from  the  standpoint  of  safety  and  usability  of 
the  bridge.   It  was  apparent  that  the  bridge  above  the  main  arches  is  in  a  deterio- 
rating condition.     To  "do  nothing"  meant  the  bridge  would  continue  to  deteriorate 
and  would  eventually  be  unsafe  for  any  traffic.   Also  the  critically  low  sufficiency 
rating  indicates  that  the  bridge  must  either  be  completely  renovated  or  removed. 

B  Construct  a  New  44-Foot  Wide  Road  Way  on  the  Existing  Arches 

The  existing  arches  were  investigated  and  analyzed,  and  from  those  results  it  was 
determined  they  could  not  support  a  new,  wider  bridge  deck  with  a  44-foot  road- 
way width.   Several  different  deck  framing  systems  and  methods  of  supporting  it 
were  evaluated,  but  the  arches  were  unable  to  carry  the  additional  load  of  the 
deck  and  design  traffic  "live"  loads.   At  that  point  it  was  decided  to  abandon  using 
the  existing  arches  as  the  main  support  members  for  the  bridge  superstructure. 
Two  other  types  of  supporting  structures  for  the  existing  bridge  were  then  conside- 
red.  These  are  described  in  Alternatives  "C"  and  "D",  following. 
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C  Construct  New  Arches  by  Using  the  Existing  Arches  to  Support  Formwork  and 
Construct  a  New  Superstructure  with  a  44-Foot  Wide  Road  Way  Supported  by 
the  Existing  Piers  and  the  New  Arches 

If  the  existing  arches  were  to  remain  at  all,  then  some  other  means  of  support  for 
the  bridge  deck  would  have  to  be  provided.   The  analyses  for  Alternate  "B"  deter- 
mined that  while  the  arches  could  not  support  the  superstructure  of  a  wider  road- 
way, the  piers  and  footings  could  be  reused.   This  alternative  required  the  removal 
of  all  the  existing  structure  above  the  arches,  and  then  utilizing  these  existing 
arches  to  support  forms  for  casting  new  structural  arch  sections.   These  sections 
would  have  been  either  to  the  inside  or  above  the  existing  arches. 

Some  pier  repair  would  also  have  been  required  along  with  extensive  work  at  the 
abutments,  including  new  abutment  and  retaining  walls.   A  new  structure  consis- 
ting of  columns,  cross  beams,  and  a  precast  deck  would  have  been  built  on  the 
new  supporting  arches.   If  the  new  arches  were  cast  above  the  existing  arches,  the 
cost  estimate  for  this  alternative  was  $5,020,000.   If  the  new  arches  were  cast  to 
the  inside  of  the  old,  the  estimate  was  slightly  higher  due  to  an  increase  in  con- 
crete quantity  and  forming  costs. 

Other  indirect  costs  to  the  public  would  have  been  incurred  if  Alternates  "C"  or  "D" 
were  constructed  in  addition  to  the  estimated  project  construction  costs  listed  previ- 
ously.  These  indirect  costs  include  the  following: 

With  these  alternates,  the  approximately  9,800  vehicles  per  day  that  used  this  cros- 
sing in  1989  would  need  to  detour  to  an  alternate  crossing.   Most  would  have  used 
the  15—  St.  N.  Bridge  (on  FAP  10,  described  in  Part  III,  previous).   The  additio- 
nal mileage  driven,  along  with  delays  in  traffic  movement  would  have  meant  sub- 
stantial increased  costs  to  the  public. 

If  10,000  vehicles  per  day  detoured  to  FAP  10  with  an  increase  of  0.8 ±  miles  dri- 
ven —  at  a  cost  of  $0.15  per  mile  —  it  would  translate  into  an  additional  cost  of 
$876,000  over  a  two-year  construction  period.   Alternate  "G"  uses  the  existing  10111 
St.  N.  Bridge  as  a  detour  during  the  construction  period  and  therefore  the  additio- 
nal costs  to  the  public  will  be  insignificant. 

This  Alternate  "C"  was  not  chosen  as  the  costs  were  greater  in  comparison  to  some 
of  the  other  alternatives.  Also,  this  alternate  must  utilize  the  poor  alignment  at  the 
south  approach  to  the  bridge  (Part  III,  previous,  describes  this  approach). 

While  Alternate  "C"  (and  Alternate  "D")  left  the  existing  main  arches  in-place,  they 
did  not  present  the  same  visual  effect  as  the  existing  structure.   The  current  road- 
way overhangs  are  approximately  3  feet  on  the  downstream  side  and  7±  feet  on 
the  upstream  side.   The  proposed  bridge  deck  width  of  approximately  57  feet  for 
the  new  44-foot  wide  roadway  (or  65  ±  feet  for  a  new  52-foot  wide  roadway)  pro- 
jected nearly  15  feet  from  the  center  of  the  arches. 
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The  new  bridge  deck  would  have  overshadowed  the  arches  and  reduced  their 
visual  impact.   Even  though  the  arches  remained,  the  historic  value  of  the  bridge 
would  have  been  greatly  reduced. 

Another  reason  this  Alternate  "C"  was  not  chosen  (also  applying  to  Alternate  "D") 
was  the  possible  construction  problems  which  could  occur  during  demolition.   This 
Alternate  required  the  removal  of  the  bridge  deck,  beams,  and  columns  which  sup- 
port it.    It  is  possible  an  entire  arch  would  have  been  damaged  beyond  repair  du- 
ring this  removal  process,  even  to  the  point  of  sudden  failure.   If  this  occurred,  the 
entire  arch  would  require  reconstruction. 


D  Reuse  the  Existing  Piers  —  Spanning  Between  Each  with  a  New  Concrete  or  Steel 
Superstructure  —  Leave  Arches  In-Place  for  Visual  Effect 

An  Alternate  reusing  the  existing  piers  spanned  by  a  new  superstructure  of  con- 
crete or  steel  girders  was  also  given  consideration.   This  alternate  allowed  the  old 
arches  to  be  left  in-place  giving  a  visual  effect  similar  to  the  existing  structure. 
Precast  concrete  girders  were  proposed  for  aesthetic  reasons  since  there  was  little 
cost  difference  between  concrete  and  steel  superstructures  for  a  44-foot  wide  road- 
way.  However,  when  a  wider  roadway  of  52  feet  was  considered,  it  was  deter- 
mined that  steel  plate  girders  would  have  been  a  better  alternative  since  weight 
was  a  controlling  design  factor  in  the  wider  deck. 

The  cost  estimate  for  the  concrete  superstructure  with  a  44-foot  wide  roadway  was 
$4,570,000  —  a  steel  superstructure  with  a  52-foot  wide  roadway  was  $4,490,000. 
Although  this  Alternate  appeared  to  be  less  costly  than  the  new  bridge  alternates, 
it  was  rejected  for  several  reasons.   The  main  reason  was  the  existing  poor  align- 
ment of  the  9—  St.  N.  connection  at  the  south  approach.   This  was  not  preferred 
by  the  local  governments  (this  south  approach  alignment  has  since  been  rebuilt  by 
the  City  as  described  in  Part  III  —  and  Alternate  "C"  has  additional  reasons  for 
rejecting  this).   There  is  also  the  questionable  condition  of  the  piers  and  footings 
of  the  existing  bridge  (which  applies  to  Alternates  "B",  "C",  and  "D"). 


E  Totally  Remove  the  Existing  Bridge  and  Replace  It  with  a  New  Structure  on  the 
Same  Alignment 

A  steel  girder  bridge  was  selected  as  the  most  suitable  structure  type  for  total  re- 
placement. This  was  based  on  the  ability  to  maximize  spans,  minimize  expensive 
falsework,  and  take  advantage  of  recent  low  bids  on  structural  steel.  Spans  were 
set  so  as  to  avoid  any  conflict  with  existing  bridge  piers.  Five  spans  of  200'-  255'- 
255'-  255'-  200',  respectively,  were  chosen  for  this  alternative.  All  piers  would  be 
concrete  column  types  supported  on  spread  footings. 
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The  cost  estimate  for  this  Alternate  "E"  was  $4,480,000  for  a  44-foot  wide  roadway. 
While  this  was  in  the  same  general  cost  range  as  renovation  of  the  structure,  it  was 
rejected  for  the  same  basic  reasons  as  Alternate  "D"  (poor  alignment  of  the  ap- 
proaches and  intersections;   not  supported  by  either  the  local  government  or  the 
majority  of  local  residents). 


F   Construct  a  New  Bridge  from  9—  St.  N.  on  the  South  to  10^  St.  N.  on  the 
North  and  Preserve  the  Old  Brjdge  I.n-Place 

This  Alternate  was  considered  when  the  BN  removed  the  former  CMS1  P&P  RR's 
track  to  the  south  of  River  Drive  (FAU  5205)  early  in  1986.   The  Board  of  Cas- 
cade County  Commissioners  and  the  Great  Falls  City  Commission  then  requested 
a  new  bridge  alignment.   This  proposal  relocated  the  structure  from  the  9—  St.  N. 
Overpass  on  the  south  to  lO1^  St.  N.  on  the  north.   At  the  time  this  Alternate  was 
proposed  there  was  considerable  interest  in  keeping  the  old  bridge.   This  local 
interest  was  enough  to  warrant  a  study  of  the  economics  of  renovating  the  old 
bridge  into  a  park. 

MDOH  offered  $500,000  —  the  estimated  cost  of  bridge  demolition  —  to  the  local 
governments  to  encourage  the  implementation  of  this  alternative  for  renovation. 
Further  investigation  and  cost  estimates  were  made  for  rehabilitating  the  structure 
into  a  pedestrian  walkway  and  park.    It  was  found  the  minimum  cost  of  rehabilita- 
tion was  $667,000.   No  additional  funds  needed  could  be  raised  due  largely  to  wa- 
ning support  to  keep  the  bridge.   The  Board  of  Cascade  County  Commissioners  re- 
solved to  support  the  construction  of  the  new  ^  -  lO311  STREETS  NORTH  (Con- 
nector) BRIDGE  and  removing  the  old  structure.   There  was  also  the  additional 
factor  of  liability  in  regards  to  the  continued  public  use  of  the  structure.   Neither 
the  City  nor  the  County  were  willing  to  assume  liability  for  the  old  bridge  once  it 
was  no  longer  part  of  MDOH's  responsibility.    Refer  to  the  FINAL  4(f)  Evaluation 
under  Part  VII  for  additional  discussion  on  this  issue. 


G  Totally  Remove  the  Existing  Bridge  and  Build  a  New  Structure  on  a  New 
Alignment  from  9—  St.  N.  on  the  South  to  10^  St.  on  the  North 

This  is  the  Preferred  Alternate  and  is  essentially  the  same  as  Alternate  "F"  except 
the  old  structure  would  be  completely  removed  (see  Figures  7  -  12).   This  new  9— 
-  10th  STREETS  NORTH  (Connector)  BRIDGE  utilizes  a  new  intersection  align- 
ment for  the  south  approach  at  River  Drive  (FAU  5205.  see  Figure  12).   This  re- 
stores the  direct  connection  between  9—  St.  N.  and  the  new  FAU  5211  alignment 
with  a  new  intersection.   This  new  bridge  will  have  a  52-foot  wide  roadway  (65-ft. 
overall  deck  width)  and  four  lanes  of  traffic.   Superstructure  design  will  be  either 
of  precast,  prestressed  concrete  girders  —  or  welded  steel  plate  girders  with  a  cast- 
in-place  concrete  deck. 
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Cost  estimates  show  the  concrete  girder  bridge  to  be  $5,607,000  ±  —  while  steel 
girder  construction  would  be  approximately  $5,143,000.    Final  selection  of  the 
bridge  type  will  be  based  upon  material  costs  at  the  time  of  final  design  along  with 
the  aesthetics  of  the  structure. 

Piers  in  the  river  will  be  of  concrete  construction  supported  by  spread  footings. 
Both  abutments  are  assumed  to  be  supported  on  70-ton  piles  founded  in  the  bed- 
rock (see  Figure  7).   The  existing  structure  would  remain  in  place  as  a  detour 
route  and  carry  any  necessary  utilities  until  the  new  bridge  is  built.   When  the 
existing  bridge  is  no  longer  required,  it  will  then  be  removed. 

This  proposed  Alternate  "G"  with  its  new  alignment  is  superior  to  the  existing  con- 
ditions in  both  design  and  safety.   The  intersections  at  either  approach  will  be  sub- 
stantially improved  with  wider  surfacing,  turning  lanes,  and  longer  sight  distances. 
Part  III,  previous,  describes  the  present  (poor)  conditions.   Traffic  studies  show 
that  an  unimproved  approach  would  have  an  adverse  effect  on  traffic  flow,  crea- 
ting a  "bottle-neck"  condition  at  these  points. 

This  Alternate  will  provide  the  public  the  safest  and  lowest-cost  maintenance  river 
crossing  at  this  point.    It  directly  connects  through  streets  and  will  not  be  subject 
to  the  traffic  safety  and  congestion  problems  that  would  occur  if  left  on  the  origi- 
nal alignment.   Initially  this  Alternate  does  not  appear  to  be  the  least  costly  as  far 
as  direct  construction  is  concerned.   However,  when  the  indirect  costs  to  the  public 
are  included  (see  Alternate  "C",  previous),  the  comparative  costs  are  very  close. 

This  9^  -  10311  STREETS  NORTH  (Connector)  BRIDGE  will  have  a  wider  road- 
way than  any  renovated  bridge  Alternate.   Also  the  improved  south  approach  will 
allow  for  efficient  flow  of  traffic  across  the  bridge  through  the  intersections.   After 
considerable  deliberation  by  local  and  MDOH  officials,  this  Alternate  was  chosen 
as  the  only  prudent  alternative  of  those  considered.   The  majority  of  the  comments 
at  the  Public  Hearing  for  this  proposed  action  held  on  December  14,  1988  were  in 
support  of  this  Alternate  "G".   The  transcript  of,  and  comments  received  since  that 
event  are  under  Part  VI  of  this  revised  EA. 


TABLE  II,  following,  provides  a  comparison  of  costs  —  and  summaries  of  the  rea- 
sons for  selecting  the  Preferred  Alternate.  Part  V  describes  the  environmental  im- 
pacts for  these  alternatives. 
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TABLE  II 

Summary  of  Alternatives 


Alternative 


Cost 


Comments 


"A" 
B 

"C" 

D 


"F" 


"G" 


("Do  Nothing") 

(use  old  arches) 

$5,020,000  (direct) 
+    876.000  (indirect) 
$5,896,000  (total) 


Rejected  -  crossing  would  be  lost;    disruption  of  traffic 

Rejected  -  arches  would  not  support  new  roadway  <&  traffic 

Rejected  -  used  existing  (poor)  alignment  at  south  approach;   histo- 
ric integrity  damaged 

Rejected  -  same  reasons  as  Alternate  "C",  previous 


$4,570,000  (direct) 
+    876.000  (indirect) 

$5,446,000  (total) 
($765,800  included  for  partial  demolition/removal) 


$4,480,000  (direct) 
+    876.000  (indirect) 
$5,356,000  (total) 


Rejected  -  used  existing  (poor)  alignment  at  south  approach 


$5, 143,000  Rejected  -  no  funds  available  to  convert  old  bridge  to  park 

($500,000  included  for  conversion) 

$5,143,000  Preferred  Alternate 

($500,000  included  for  demolition  of  existing  bridge) 
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V. 
IMPACTS 


This  proposed  bridge  replacement  project  will  provide  a  facility  able  to  adequately 
handle  the  projected  traffic  load  through  the  design  period.   All  alternatives  conside- 
red were  evaluated  for  impacts  on  the  human  and  natural  environment  in  this  area. 
The  impacts  from  this  proposed  project  are  listed  as  follows: 

A.  Social  &  Economic 

The  proposed  action  will  not  have  any  significant  impact  on  the  location,  distribu- 
tion, density  or  growth  rate  of  the  human  population  in  the  area.   When  comple- 
ted, this  project  will  result  in  the  generation  of  additional  vehicular  movement. 
Alteration  to  present  patterns  of  circulation  or  movement  of  people  and  goods 
will  also  occur.    However,  this  action  will  not  effect  the  community  in  any  divisive 
or  disruptive  manner. 

There  will  be  some  direct  short-term  beneficial  impacts  to  the  local  economies  in 
terms  of  construction  jobs  and  supply  of  materials.   Overall,  the  proposed  action 
will  be  an  improvement  to  the  public  road  and  bridge  system  in  the  City  of  Great 
Falls.   It  will  not  have  any  adverse  effects  on  the  local  or  regional  economies. 

A  study  to  determine  the  impact  of  this  project  on  Title  VI  of  the  1964  CmL 
Rights  Act  (42  U.S.C.  2000)  "protected  classes"  was  done.   This  used  the  census 
records  provided  by  the  Census  and  Economic  Information  Center  in  Helena. 
The  records  are  from  the  1980  census  —  the  1990  census  figures  will  not  be 
available  until  later  in  1992.   These  records  identified  the  population  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  project  by  race,  color,  national  origin  and  sex. 

The  study  identified  a  sizeable  American  Indian  population  in  the  vicinity  of  9— 
St.  N.   This  American  Indian  population  is  as  high  as  35.4%  of  the  total  within 
two  blocks  of  this  street.   However,  this  population  is  south  of  and  not  adjacent 
to  the  proposed  action.   All  alternatives  considered  found  that  there  will  be  no 
adverse  effects  on  any  Title  VI  "protected  classes".   Therefore,  this  proposed  pro- 
ject will  not  affect  any  known  minority  group  or  neighborhood. 

B.  Relocations 

There  are  no  relocations  of  any  residents  —  no  replacement  housing  is  needed. 
There  are  also  no  displacements  of  any  businesses  by  the  proposed  action. 
Therefore,  this  proposed  project  has  no  "Relocations"  impacts. 
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C.  Visual 

Aesthetically,  the  proposed  action  will  not  obstruct  any  scenic  vista  or  view  open 
to  the  public.    However,  removing  the  old  bridge  and  replacing  it  with  a  new 
structure  just  upstream  will  be  apparent.   The  lO2^  St.  N.  structure  representing  a 
design  of  70  years  ago  will  be  replaced  with  a  bridge  of  a  more  contemporary 
design.   This  replacement  bridge,  even  though  it  will  be  of  a  different  design,  will 
not  necessarily  be  considered  aesthetically  offensive. 

D.  Utilities 

All  "build"  Alternates  will  have  some  impacts  on  certain  utilities  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  proposed  action.   Power,  steam  and  water  lines  from  the  Montana  Refining 
Co.  plant  to  the  existing  pump  house  under  the  north  end  of  the  present  lO2*  St. 
N.  Bridge  will  need  to  be  relocated.   This  is  due  to  the  construction  of  the  north 
abutment  of  Alternates  "D"  through  "G".   The  pump  house  itself  may  also  need  to 
be  relocated  prior  to  the  demolition  of  the  existing  bridge.   The  sanitary  sewer 
line  suspended  under  the  lO1^  St.  N.  Bridge's  deck  is  no  longer  in  service  and 
will  not  be  replaced. 

Overhead  electric  lines  owned  by  the  Montana  Power  Co.  cross  both  approaches. 
These  lines  will  need  to  be  relocated  for  Alternates  "F"  or  "G".   Telephone  lines 
are  supported  from  the  existing  structure  and  these  must  be  relocated  prior  to 
demolition  of  the  bridge.   All  utility  relocations  will  be  handled  in  accordance 
with  MDT  standard  utility  relocation  policies.   This  includes  the  "raptor-proofing" 
of  any  relocated  structures  on  the  three-phase  (30)  overhead  power  lines. 

E.  Historical/Cultural 

The  existing  lO1^  St.  N.  Bridge  has  been  determined  eligible  for  listing  on  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (NRHP)  under  the  provisions  of  36  CFR 
800.   This  was  partly  the  result  of  a  comprehensive  survey  and  evaluation  of  his- 
toric bridges  in  Montana  conducted  in  1979  -  81  by  the  Historic  American  Engi- 
neering Record  (HAER)  for  MDOH.   Any  of  the  "build"  alternatives  resulted  in 
some  effect  on  the  NRHP-eligibility  of  this  structure.   A  Determination  of  Adverse 
Effect  to  the  existing  bridge  was  submitted  to  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Of- 
fice (SHPO)  on  January  25,  1988  —  and  to  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Pre- 
servation (ACHP)'s  Western  Project  Review  office  on  March  25,  1988. 

SHPO  and  the  ACHP  refused  to  accept  the  Preferred  Alternate  "G's"  demolition 
of  the  existing  bridge.   Both  agencies  insisted  on  an  Alternate  that  would  have 
preserved  the  existing  structure.   FHWA  and  MDOH  did  not  agree,  and  consi- 
derable amounts  of  discussion  and  correspondence  between  SHPO,  the  ACHP, 
FHWA,  MDOH,  City,  County,  businesses,  and  interested  local  parties  followed. 
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The  list  of  seven  alternatives  under  Part  IV,  preceding,  for  this  proposed  project 
was  a  direct  result  of  these  activities.   The  proposed  alternates  that  preserved  the 
existing  bridge  were  the  results  of  thorough  evaluations  both  in  structural  engine- 
ering and  historical/aesthetical  aspects  of  the  structure.   Copies  of  studies  pre- 
pared for  this  analysis  are  available  on  request  from  either  MDT,  or  the  FHWA. 
Copies  of  correspondence  on  the  preliminary  evaluations  are  also  available. 

Consultation  was  ended  by  the  FHWA  on  January  13,  1989  without  a  signed 
Memorandum  Of  Agreement  on  the  Adverse  Effect.   An  Adverse  Effect  on  NRHP 
eligibility  requires  a  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  under  the  1966  U.S.  Department  of 
Transportation  Act  (49  U.S.C.  303).   A  DRAFT  of  this  Evaluation  was  included 
with  the  initial  EA  on  this  proposed  project.   The  FINAL  version  is  under  Part 
VII  of  this  revised  document. 

No  historic  sites  other  than  the  10^  St.  N.  Bridge  will  be  directly  impacted.   A 
BN  RR  track  will  be  crossed  by  the  north  approach  of  this  proposed  project. 
However,  an  inventory  and  evaluation  of  it  is  not  required  as  per  the  "Waiver  of 
Inventory  and  Evaluation  for  Some  Linear  Sites  on  Selected  Montana  Depart- 
ment of  Highways  Projects"  signed  by  FHWA,  MDOH,  and  SHPO  on  January  30, 
1991.   A  copy  of  this  form  follows  under  Part  VI  of  this  revised  EA  document. 

The  SHPO  also  concurred  in  determining  that  the  former  CMS1  P&P  RR  grade 
south  of  the  southerly  approach  is  not  significant  for  Section  4(f)  purposes.   This 
is  further  discussed  under  Part  VII  —  the  FINAL  4(f)  Evaluation. 

A  Cultural  Resources  Survey  determined  that  no  natural  landforms  exist  in  this 
proposed  project's  area.   Both  banks  of  the  Missouri  River  consist  of  fill  materi- 
als.  The  southerly  (left)  bank  is  a  former  landfill  consisting  primarily  of  concrete 
rubble  (see  also  Part  V  -  M,  Hazardous  Wastes)  that  has  been  covered-over.   Al- 
so present  are  fills  for  railroad  construction  perpendicular  to  the  centerlines  of 
both  approaches.   Therefore,  any  former  archaeological  sites  are  either  buried 
well  below  the  present  surface,  or  have  been  removed  by  previous  developments. 

F.     Parkland 

Alternates  "F"  and  "G"  will  use  a  very  small  parcel  (0.764  acres)  of  undeveloped 
parkland  owned  by  the  City  of  Great  Falls  at  the  proposed  River  Drive  (FAU 
5205)  intersection.   The  eastern-most  portion  (0.454  acres)  of  the  park  will  also 
be  isolated  and  its  use  as  part  of  any  future  park  developments  impaired  (see 
Figure  15  in  Part  VII,  following).   This  impact  is  also  included  under  FINAL 
Section  4(f)  Evaluation  under  Part  VII  of  this  document. 
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G.    Geotechmcal 

Geologic  investigations  for  any  potential  foundation  or  embankment  stabilization 
hazards  will  be  conducted  by  MDT.   These  investigations  will  include  identifica- 
tion of  potentially  unstable  areas  as  well  as  the  geologic  character  of  the  site. 

This  action  does  not  increase  wind  or  water  erosion  of  soils  either  on  or  off  the 
site.    Excavation,  embankment,  slope  revetment  or  retaining  structures  will  be  re- 
quired but  any  existing  channel  degradation  will  likely  be  eased  or  reversed.   All 
excavated  and  filled  areas  will  include  slope  stabilization  methods  as  described  by 
MDTs  Standard  Specifications. 

H.    Air  Quality 

This  proposed  action  is  within  the  Great  Falls  air  quality  study  area  and  is  more 
than  1.5 ±  miles  north  of  their  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  non-attainment  area.   The 
EPA  called  for  a  State  Implementation  Plan  (SIP)  on  this  area  —  and  the  City 
subsequently  made  emission  inventories  in  December,  1989  for  revising  the  SIP. 
The  revised  SIP  now  conforms  to  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1990. 

Both  the  current  "1990  -  2010  Great  Falls  Transportation  Plan  Update"  and  the 
1992  -  1996  Transportation  Improvement  Plan  (TIP)  include  this  proposed  pro- 
ject.   Both  documents  conform  with  the  current  SIP,  and  have  been  approved  by 
the  FHWA.   The  TIP  specifically  states  that  this  proposed  action  will  maintain 
current  air  quality  conditions  with  no  adverse  impacts.   Therefore,  this  proposed 
project  complies  with  the  current  SIP  under  23  CFR  770. 

Construction  equipment  may  locally  affect  ambient  air  quality,  but  this  will  be  a 
temporary  and  short-term  condition.   There  will  be  no  long-term  creation  of  ob- 
jectionable odors  nor  alteration  of  air  movement,  moisture  or  temperature,  nor 
any  change  in  climate. 

I.      Water  Qlality 

All  work  will  be  in  accordance  with  Section  319  of  the  Water  Quality  Act  of 
1987  (P.L.  100-4).   The  control  of  water  pollution  for  both  specific  and  non-point 
sources  will  be  as  described  in  Section  402  of  the  National  Pollutant  Discharge 
Elimination  Systems  (P.L.  92-500).   This  proposed  project  will  also  comply  with 
both  the  Montana  Water  Quality  Act  for  Section  3(a)  authorizations,  and  the 
Montana  Stream  Preservation  Act  (MCA  87-5-501  through  509,  inclusive). 

J.     Clean  Water  Act  -  Section  404 

This  proposed  project  will  require  either  an  "Individual"  or  a  "Nationwide"  permit 
under  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  (33  U.S.C  1251  -  1376).   The  U.S. 
Army  -  Corps  of  Engineers  will  review  the  final  design  of  the  proposed  project  to 
determine  the  type  of  Section  404  permit  that  will  be  necessary. 
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K.    Floodplains 

Floodplain  encroachment  will  be  similar  to  the  present  structure.   The  Flood  In- 
surance Study  of  October,  1979  published  a  100-year  surface  water  elevation  of 
3310.2  feet  on  the  Missouri  River  at  the  present  lO311  St.  N.  Bridge.   The  City's 
proposed  bike  path  under  the  south  end  of  this  9—  -  lO3^  STREETS  NORTH 
(Connector)  BRIDGE  will  not  encroach  this  level. 

This  proposed  action  will  not  support  any  residential  or  commercial  development 
within  the  FEMA-delineated  floodplain.   Therefore,  the  requirements  of  Execu- 
tive Order  #11988  are  satisfied.    This  proposed  project  will  be  designed  in  accor- 
dance with  FHPM  6-7-3-2  (Location  &  Hydraulic  Design  of  Encroachments  of 
Floodplains).   A  Floodplain  Permit  will  be  obtained  from  Cascade  County.   Refer 
to  Figures  14  and  14-A  for  the  Floodway  Boundary  Maps. 

L.    Noise 

Noise  levels  in  the  vicinity  of  the  bridge  will  increase  due  to  the  projected  in- 
crease in  traffic.    However,  it  has  been  determined  that  noise  level  increases  will 
be  insignificant  when  this  proposed  project  is  built.   A  noise  level  analysis  was 
performed  based  upon  current  bridge  traffic,  and  traffic  volumes  predicted  for 
the  year  2014. 

The  traffic  noise  level  assessment  follows  FHWA  guidelines  established  under  the 
Federal  Highway  Program  Manual  (FHPM)    7-7-3.    This  uses  a  sound  level 
with  a  constant  average  over  a  period  of  time,  usually  one  hour,  and  is  represen- 
ted by  the  statistical  variable  "Leq(h)".   The  common  units  for  this  are  expressed 
on  a  log  base  10  scale  in  which  each  decibel  (<ib)  level  increase  of  1  actually  repre- 
sents ten  times  the  increase  in  noise  levels  for  Leq(h). 

The  areas  adjoining  this  proposed  project  are  commercial  or  industrial  in  nature. 
An  exception  is  an  undeveloped  area  of  Riverside  Park  adjoining  and  southwes- 
terly of  the  present  south  approach's  intersection.  This  intersection  will  move 
approximately  one  block  closer  to  improvements  within  the  park.  However,  the 
closest  park  improvement  to  this  proposed  intersection  is  a  tennis  court  approxi- 
mately 2,000  feet  to  the  southwest.  The  present  Leq(h)  noise  level  contribution 
from  the  10311  St.  N./River  Drive  (FAU  5205)  intersection  to  this  site  is  40 ±  cjb. 

The  FHWA  Leq(h)  Design  Noise  Abatement  Criteria  Level  allowed  for  commer- 
cial (category  C)  areas  is  72  dB  —  and  67  <jb  for  residences  or  parkland  (category 
B).   The  noise  level  75  ft.  from  the  existing  bridge's  centerline  is  64  dB  using  the 
current  design  hourly  volume  of  960  vehicles.   The  noise  level  will  increase  to  67 
dB  using  a  projected  design  hourly  volume  of  1,850  vehicles  for  the  year  2014. 
Using  these  traffic  projections,  the  predicted  noise  levels  at  the  improvements 
within  the  park  will  be  approximately  3  dB  over  the  present  levels. 
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Figure  #14 
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P. M.S.    C#1372 


M.   Hazardous  Wastes 

An  oil  refinery  adjoins  the  north  end  of  this  proposed  project  and  is  currently 
owned/operated  by  the  Montana  Refining  Co.   The  south  bank  was  formerly 
used  as  a  dump  site,  and  that  property  is  part  of  the  Falls  Construction  Co.  ex- 
tending to  the  east  of  10-^  St.  N.'s  present  route.   There  has  been  a  considerable 
amount  of  research  and  ongoing  investigation  of  both  sites  for  hazardous  wastes 
with  further  testing  to  be  done  in  the  riverbed. 

The  oil  refinery  is  a  Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act  (RCRA,  P.L.  94- 
580)-designated  site.   This  site  is  being  monitored  by  both  the  EPA  and  the  Mon- 
tana Department  of  Health  &  Environmental  Sciences  (DH&ES).   MDT  has  re- 
ceived test  results  through  the  DH&ES  with  regard  to  the  ongoing  monitoring  of 
this  site.    MDT  will  be  conducting  additional  tests  during  the  core  drilling  for  the 
bridge  abutments  and  pier  footings.   Core  drilling  will  be  under  the  guidance  of 
an  experienced  hazardous  materials  consultant. 

A  bulk  oil  storage  plant  owned  by  Cenex  Corp.  is  located  northeasterly  of  the 
proposed  north  approach  intersection  with  River  Road  (FAU  5204).   This  site  is 
also  being  tested  by  the  DH&ES  —  the  MDT  is  obtaining  their  results. 

The  BN  is  also  being  contacted  by  MDT  with  regard  to  hazardous  wastes.   This 
concerns  their  removal  of  the  track  from  under  the  former  9—  St.  N.  overpass 
easterly  along  the  south  (right)  bank  of  the  Missouri  River.   This  action  is  outside 
this  proposed  project's  limits  and  is  related  to  the  City's  9—  St.  N.  extension  and 
bike  path  construction.    However,  it  may  have  a  bearing  on  both  the  proposed  in- 
tersection with  River  Drive  (FAU  5205)  —  and  the  alignment  of  the  latter  under 
the  south  end  of  this  9IL*  -  10TH  STREETS  NORTH  (Connector)  BRIDGE. 

The  former  dump  site  in  the  proposed  south  approach  and  the  existing  10-^  St. 
N./River  Drive  (FAU  5211/5205)  intersection  apparently  contains  mostly  soils 
mixed  with  concrete  and  asphalt  rubble.   This  area  will  also  be  tested  by  MDT 
Materials  personnel  under  the  guidance  of  the  same  hazardous  waste  consultant. 

N.    Natural  Environment 

Generally,  this  proposal  will  not  affect  any  species  of  fauna  in  the  area.   Channel 
disturbance  during  construction  may  adversely  affect  fish  habitat  in  the  vicinity. 
A  recent  net  census  taken  by  the  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  &  Parks  (DFW 
&P)  found  this  reach  of  the  Missouri  River  contains  mostly  common  species  of 
perch  and  suckers.   Impacts  on  these  from  construction  will  be  of  short  duration. 

The  Great  Falls  area  Information  Officer  for  the  DFW&P  provided  information 
on  other  fauna  in  the  proposed  project's  area.   These  are  common  species  of 
songbirds  and  Canada  geese  that  seasonally  migrate  through  the  vicinity.   Based 
on  the  location  and  type  of  the  proposed  action,  it  will  not  have  any  adverse 
impact  on  these  species. 
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A  recent  survey  of  vegetation  in  the  proposed  project's  vicinity  has  been  conduc- 
ted by  the  MDT  Environmental  &  Hazardous  Waste  Bureau's  Agronomist.   This 
survey  found  the  following  plants  on  both  banks  (predominantly  the  southerly/ 
riijht  bank)  of  the  Missouri  River: 


Common  Name 


Genus 


Species 


Common  Name 


Genus 


Species 


Crested  Wheatgrass 
Garrison  Foxtail 
Kentucky  Bluegrass 
Orchard  Grass 


Cattail 
Cocklebur 
Curled  Dock 
Curly-Cup  Gumweed 
Fireweed  (Kochia) 
Milkweed 


Grasses 


Agropvron 

cntation 

Alopecurus 

arundinacinus 

Poa 

pratensis 

Aeropyron 

re  pens 

Typha 

Foi 

latitolia 

Xanthium 

strumanum 

Rumex 

cnspus 

Gnndelia 

squarrosa 

Kochia 

scopana 

Apolcvnum 

spp. 

Reed  Canarygrass 
Smooth  Brome 
Western  Wheatgrass 


Russian  Thistle 
Perennial  Southistle 
Sweet  Clover 
Sunflower 
Wire  Rush 
Yucca 


Phalaris 


arundinacea 


Bromus 


inermis 


Aeropyron    smithu 


Salsola 

ibercia 

Sonchus 

aruensis 

Meliltove 

spp. 

Helianthus 

annus 

Juncus 

balticus 

Yucca 

glauca 

Box  Elder 
Chokecherry 


Shrubs 

Western  Snowberry    Symphoncarpos   albus 


Trees 


Acer 


negundo 


Prunus 


virgimana 


Narrowleaf  Cottonwood      Populus         angustifolia 
Water  Willow  Slix spp. 


All  embankments  on  the  new  roadways,  including  areas  outside  the  new  Right-of- 
Way  will  be  shaped  to  blend  into  the  surrounding  terrain.   All  these  areas  will 
then  be  seeded  with  grasses  and  vegetation  complementary  with  the  area. 


The  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior's  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  (F&WS)  provided 
information  on  Threatened/Endangered  (T&E)  species  in  the  area  of  this  propo- 
sed action.   Federally-listed  T&E  species  in  this  vicinity  include  the  Bald  Eagle 

(Haliaeetus  leucocephalus).  Peregrine   FalCOn  (Falco  peregnnus).  Least  Tem  (Sterna  antillarum). 
Piping  Plover  (Charadnus  melodus).  and  Pallid  Sturgeon  (Scaphirhynchus  albus). 

The  four  bird  species  may  occur  as  seasonal  migrants,  and  Bald  Eagles  have  in 
fact  appeared  as  occasional  winter  residents.   The  F&WS  is  not  aware  of  any  es- 
tablished nesting  sites  in  the  proposed  project's  area.   The  F&WS's  state  office 
concurred  in  a  Wo  Effect"  by  this  proposed  project  on  all  four  bird  species  in 
their  letter  of  December  12,  1991. 

No  Pallid  Sturgeon  appeared  in  the  DFW&P's  net  census,  nor  was  their  Great 
Falls  Information  Officer  aware  of  any  in  this  reach  of  the  Missouri  River.   Based 
on  current  research  available,  there  will  be  no  effect  from  this  proposed  project 
on  any  of  these  T&E  species  or  critical  habitat  for  same. 
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VI. 
COMMENTS  And  COORDINATION 


Comments  were  solicited  from  the  public  in  the  form  of  a  Public  Information  Me- 
eting held  in  Great  Falls,  October  23,  1986.   This  Meeting  concerned  rehabilitating 
the  existing  lO311  St.  N.  Bridge  or  replacing  it  with  the  9m  -  lO32*  STREETS  NORTH 
(Connector)  BRIDGE.   Additionally,  the  Great  Falls  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce 
performed  a  survey  of  its  members'  support  for  preserving  the  old  bridge  as  a  park 
and  pedestrian  walkway.   This  survey's  results  are  under  Part  VI -G,  following. 

Comments  were  also  received  from  the  Great  Falls  Park  Board,  the  City  of  Great 
Falls,  the  Board  of  Cascade  County  Commissioners,  the  Cascade  County  Historical 
Society,  DFW&P,  SHPO,  the  ACHP,  the  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  as  well  as 
local  businesses  and  residents  —  all  of  which  are  attached. 

The  Montana  Department  of  State  Lands  (DSL)  was  sent  a  ROUGH  DRAFT  copy 
of  this  document  for  comment  on  July  25,  1991.   The  DSL  has  jurisdiction  on  the 
Missouri  River  channel  bottom,  which  includes  the  potential  hazardous  waste  site  de- 
scribed under  Part  V-M,  previous.   No  response  was  received  from  DSL  regarding 
this  document,  nor  the  proposed  project's  impacts  to  the  area  of  their  jurisdiction. 
No  other  government  agencies  or  the  public  were  formally  solicited  for  comments. 

The  Environmental  Assessment /DRAFT  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  was  approved  for  cir- 
culation on  September  12,  1988.   Following  circulation  of  this  document,  a  notice  for 
a  combined  highway  Location  and  Design  Public  Hearing  was  distributed.   This  Pub- 
lic Hearing  was  held  December  14,  1988  in  Great  Falls  with  fifty-four  (54)  in  atten- 
dance.  Copies  of  comments  received  at  this  Hearing  and  its  transcript  are  attached. 
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Atwood-Hinzman,  Inc. 


Atwood-Hinzman,  Inc. 


Atwood-Hinzman,  Inc. 


Census  Information 
(1980) 
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%     United  States  Department  of  the  -Interior  r^aSc— * 


o 


FFICZ  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROJECT  Rf^|/!^^jS 
WASHINGTON,  D.C     20240  ' 


EE.  38/'88' 


1   V    -.0.  ^-nwt-*^ 


J i 


Mr.  Roger  K.  Scott 
Division  Administrator 
Federal  Highway  Administration 
301  South  Park,  Drawer  10055 
Helena,  Montana  5962S 

Dear  Mr.  Scott: 

Cascade  County,  Montana. 


rn1?nvvrvTM.  ASSESSMENT  COMMENTS 


t£r^=e^ 

of  19T3,  as  amended.    The  feaerally  l  sted  e™™8?  (Haliaeetjg  leucoceohalus), 

may   occur   in   the  project  ""  'f^ude  *^ ?$^y8fe  ano  Piomg  tiuver 
Peregrin.  Falcon  (Falcooere^nu^ Least  Ten^te^  ^  ^  ^^  ^^ 

(Charadrius  melodus).   All  ot  tnese  speues  •  =. 
ana  oaia  eagies  may" occur  as  winter  residents. 

Although  suitable  nesting  hab.tat  occurs  along ;  the ,  Missouri  Kiver  in  £e^  « 

of  the^project  for  several  of  ^^"^ ™^°^„ature' St I  location  of  the  proposed 
established  nesting  territories  U£*(bu£ enffli  na  endangered/threatened 

work),   and   does   not   expect   any   PW*** ^ J  ,  short  ^^on  of 

species.      The    final   environmental   assessment   snoui 
endangered/threatened  species. 

this  uroan  area. 

Additionally,    the    final    document    should    address    ^  J^iogic    chapter   ^  tne 

construction  site  and  assess  the  Potential  for Jf^Jt^^^0Ctee!inicai  stucies 

nmi^-t      The  document  should  mention  the  need  ior  ate-spe-.uc  &euY= 

necessary  TrdeT^ne  possible  foundauon  or  embankment  ittmuty  prooxems. 

Sincerely  yours, 


J3ruce  Blancliard,  Director 
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NOTICE  OF  A  COMBINED  HIGHWAY  LOCATION  AND  DESIGN  PUBLIC  HEARING 


A  combined  Highway  Location  and  Design  Public  Hearing  will  be  held  in  the 
City  Commission  Chamber  at  the  Civic  Center  in  Great  Falls,  Montana,  on 
Wednesday,  December  14,  1988  at  7:30  p.m.  The  meeting  will  discuss  the 
proposed  location  and  major  design  features  of  the  bridge  construction  project 
to  replace  the  Tenth  (10th)  Street  Bridge  crossing  the  Missouri  River  in  the 
northcentral  area  of  Great  Falls. 

The  project  will  consist  of  a  new  structure  on  the  westerly  or  upstream 
side  of  the  existing  structure,  skewed  to  connect  9th  Street  on  the  south  with 
10th  Street  on  the  north. 

A  copy  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Assessment  and  Historical  Impacts 
(4(f))  report  on  environmental  considerations,  along  with  maps,  drawings,  and 
other  pertinent  information  relating  to  this  project  will  be  available  for 
public  inspection  and  copying  at  the  Department  of  Highways  offices  in  Great 
Falls  and  Helena,  Montana. 

Treatment  of  the  encroachment  on  the  flood  plain  of  the  Missouri  River 
will  be  identified. 

The  tentative  schedule  for  right-of-way  acquisition  and  construction  as 
well  as  relocation  assistance  will  be  discussed. 

INVITATION  IS  HEREBY  EXTENDED  TO  ALL  INTERESTED  PERSONS  to  attend  said 
hearing,  and  if  they  so  desire,  to  submit  written  briefs  or  verbal  testimony 
either  for  or  against  the  project.  Written  statements  will  also  be  accepted 
for  ten  (10)  days  following  the  hearing  by  the  Department's  Public  Hearings 
office,  2701  Prospect  Avenue,  Helena,  Montana  59620. 

If  you  have  any  questions  or  comments  regarding  this  notice,  you  may  call 
the  Great  Falls  Highway  Office  at  727-4350. 

Project   :    BHM  5211(2) 

10th  Street  Bridge 
Great  Falls 

Dated:       December  1,  1988 

GJW:DPB:cm:2/d-l 


Black  Eagle  civic  Club 

"25*  &ttt*mtnt  of  Black  €*gL" 

Ogaalasd    1940 

BLACK  EAOLB.  MORTAJfA 

December  7,   1988 

Montana  State  Highway  Department 

104  18 th  Ave.  NS 

Great  Falls,  Montana  59^C4 

Dear  Sirs: 

The  Black  Eagle  Civic  Club  wishes  to  let  you  know  that  we  support  the 
idea  of  a  new  bridge  across  the  Missouri  River  at  10th  Street.     This  would  be 
a  big  support  to  the  community  of  Black  Eagle.     It  would  help  our  residents 
as  well  as  our  businesses  and  we  feel  that  it  is  something  that  needs  to  be 
be  done  in  the  very  near  future. 

Our  Civic  Club  supports  this  fine  endeavor  and  hopes  that  this  matter 
will  be  decided  in  the  very  near  future. 


Sincerely, 


..  ^  <£L8z£a*^L  - 


Ernie  Grass 
Black  Eagle 
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CENTRAL  AVENUE     9TH  &  8TH  STREETS 

GREAT  FALLS.  MONTANA  P.O.  BOX  2267  -  59403 


PHONE:  406-727-2100 
MT.  WATTS:  800-82  I  -8422 


Re:       Highway    Location    and    Design    Public    Hearing 
City    Commission    Chambers 

Project:   BHM  5211(2) 

10th  Street  Bridge 
Great  Falls 

We  the  undersigned  strongly  support  the  proposed  location  and  design  of 
the  Tenth  Street  Bridge  replacement.   We  feel  this  would  be  a  positive 
addition  to  the  traffic  system  in  Great  Falls,  and  that  it  would  benefit 
all  those  living  in,  working  in,  and  doing  business  in  the  downtown  area. 
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A  COMRINED  LOCATION  &  DESIGN  PUBLIC  HEARING 


BHM  5211(2) 
TENTH  STREET  BRIDGE  -  GREAT  FALLS 
AT 
GREAT  FALLS,  MONTANA 
DECEMBER  14,  1988 


Transcript  Prepared  Ry 
Department  of  Highways 
Preconstruction  Bureau 
Helena,  MT 
February,  1989 


The  following  is  a  transcript  of  a  Department  of  Highways  Public  Hearing  held 
in  City  Commission  Chambers,  in  Great  Falls,  Montana,  on  Wednesday, 
December  14,  1988,  at  7:30  p.m.,  relating  to  the  bridge  replacement  project 
crossing  the  Missouri  River  at  Tenth  Street  in  the  north  central  area  of  ^rea^ 
Falls. 

The  project  will  consist  of  a  new  structure  on  the  westerly  or  upstream  side 
of  the  existing  structure,  skewed  to  connect  Ninth  Street  on  the  south  with 
Tenth  Street  on  the  north.  Alternates  for  retaining  the  existing  bridge  in 
various  forms  are  also  being  considered. 

The  following  Department  of  Highways  personnel  attended  the  hearing: 

Daniel  P.  Bartsch  Manager,  Public  Hearings  Unit 

Robert  M.  Scherting  Field  R/W  Supervisor,  R/W  Bureau 

Robert  R.  Newhouse  Acting  Supervisor,  Consultant  Design  Section 

Jason  Giard  Engineering  Services  Supervisor,  Great  Falls 

Thomas  J.  Barnard  Administrator,  Engineering  Division 

The  consulting  firm  of  Atwood-Hinsman  was  represented  by  Sutton  Stevens. 

TRANSCRIPT 


D.  BARTSCH:     First  of  all,  my  name  is  Dan  Bartsch.  I  am  the  Manager  of 
the  Public  Hearings  Unit  for  the  Highway  Department.   Our 
meeting  tonight  is  the  formal  location  and  design  public 
hearing  to  discuss  and  look  at  the  development  on  the  project 
to  replace  the  bridge  on  Tenth  Street.  Our  meeting  will  be 
in  a  few  parts  or  sections.  The  project  is  under  study  and 
the  basic  preliminary  design  is  being  done  by  Atwood  Hinsman, 
a  consulting  firm  out  of  Missoula.  Sutton  Stevens  is  here 
who  is  the  engineer  for  that  firm  and  I  will  have  him  go  over 
what  engineering  and  design  work  we  have  done,  the  alternates 
that  we  have  been  looking  at  and  some  of  the  background  of 
the  project.  As  you  all  know  one  of  the  significant  parts  of 
the  project  is  the  historic  significance  of  the  old  bridge 
and  he  has  hired  a  firm  to  do  that  historical  study.  Fred 
Qui vi k  is  here  from  the  firm  that  has  done  most  of  the 
studies  and  analysis  of  that  part  of  the  project.  He  will  go 
over  his  studies  and  bring  you  up  to  date  on  them,  mavbe  a 
couple  of  things  that  have  happened  since  that  informational 
meeting. 

That  informational  meeting  was  back  in  1986.   It  was  in 
August  of  1986,  I  believe.  Since  that  time  we  have  taken  a 
lot  of  that  input  from  that  informational  meeting,  a  lot  of 
the  written  comments  and  other  input  from  other  agencies  and 
moved  the  project  along  a  little  further  in  the  development. 
Once  the  job  is  final  and  the  final  plans  are  in,  the  Right- 
of-Way  Bureau  will  be  assigned  the  project.  Bob  Scherting  is 
here  from  our  Highway  Right-of-Way  Bureau.  His  people  will 
be  responsible  for  that  part  of  the  operation.  So  Bob  will 
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go  over  the  basic  right-of-way  steps,  give  you  an  outline  of 
what  would  happen  with  those  who  have  property  that  is 
involved.  Then  we  will  get  into  the  question/answer/comment 
session  or  section  of  the  meeting.   So  if  you  have  some 
questions  that  we  don't  address  or  that  you  want  some 
clarification,  keep  those  in  mind  and  bring  those  up  when  we 
do  have  our  discussion  session.  That  is  kind  of  the  steps 
that  we  wil 1  take. 

I  guess  about  the  only  thing  I'd  emphasize  a  little  bit  is 
the  alternates.  My  initial  notice  that  was  published  in  the 
paper  did  not  make  that  too  clear.  They  made  reference  to 
the  blue  line  ud  here  on  the  plans,  the  new  bridge.  Rut  it 
also  should  have  noted  that  the  other  alternates  are  still  in 
the  EIS  study.  We  are  not  totally  dropping  those  yet.  We 
will  get  into  that  and  Sutton  can  get  into  what  we  have  done 
today. 

S.  STEVENS:     Good  evening.  We  are  here  to  talk  tonight  specifically  with 
the  design  and  that  of  the  Ninth  Street  Connector  Bridge,  but 
I  would  like  to  go  over  a  few  of  the  alternates  we  used  to  or 
looked  at  in  arriving  at  that  preferred  alternate  that  we 
have  identified.  One  of  the  alternatives  that  we  looked  at 
was  just  to  do  nothing,  which  given  the  present  state  of 
affairs  of  that  bridge  is  not  really  a  prudent  alternative. 
Another  alternative  that  we  looked  at  originally  was  to 
construct  a  new  roadway  utilizing  the  existing  arches 
structurally.   In  other  words,  build  a  new  deck  above  the 
existing  arches.  We  found  the  arches  to  be  too  weak  to  do 
that  so  we  went  onto  another  alternative  which  was  to  build 
additional  arches  either  beside  or  above  the  existing  arches, 
tearing  off  all  the  small  columns  and  all  the  existing  deck 
and  utilizing  the  newly  constructed  arches  to  support  a  new 
wider  bridge  deck.  Another  alternative  we  looked  at  was  to 
reuse  the  existing  piers,  leave  the  arches  in  place  for  the 
historical  part  and  the  aesthetic  part  and  then  come  up  off 
the  existing  piers  and  span  between  piers  with  either  con- 
crete or  steel  girders  supporting  the  new  bridge  deck  from 
that.  That  is  one  of  the  alternatives  that  we  looked  at  and 
talked  about  at  our  last  public  information  meeting.  Another 
alternative  that  we  looked  at  was  to  build  a  brand  new  bridge 
on  the  existing  alignment,  which  would  mean  completely  movinq 
the  existing  bridge. 

The  preferred  alternative  that  we  have  chosen  is  what  we  call 
the  Ninth  Street  Connector  Bridge.   It  starts  at  the  north 
end  of  the  railroad  overpass  bridge  and  goes  north  and 
terminates  just  about  where  the  Tenth  Street  Bridge  termi- 
nates now,  just  a  little  bit  to  the  north.  That  was  the 
other  alternative  that  we  talked  about  in  our  public  meeting 
two  years  ago.  After  that  meeting  there  was  some  discussion 
about  saving  that  existing  bridge  and  turning  it  into  a  park. 
That  was  another  alternative  that  we  looked  at  after  that 
public  meeting  and  before  this  one.   There  was  some 
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opportunity  given  to  utilize  that  bridge  as  a  park  or  walkwav 
so  that  the  existing  structure  could  be  saved.  But  the  pre- 
ferred alternative  that  we  have  come  up  with  is  the  new 
alignment  and  I  would  like  to  discuss  that  a  little  bit  in 
more  length  now. 

Describing  what  we  perceive  to  be  the  design  of  the  new 
roadway  and  the  bridge  itself,  starting  from  the  south  end  of 
the  existing  railroad  structure,  coming  off  here  you  know 
that  it  is  much  higher  than  this  intersection  with  River 
Road,  and  what  you  would  do  is  you  enter  what  we  call  a  crest 
vertical  curve  immediately  after  leaving  the  north  end  of  the 
railroad  bridge  and  you  start  down  toward  the  intersection  at 
about  a  4.5  percent  grade.  About  150  feet  after  leaving  the 
end  of  the  bridge  we  start  at  a  1900-foot  radius  curve,  just 
a  ^ery   slight  curve  -  horizontal,  that  gets  us  lined  up  with 
the  alignment  of  the  new  bridge.   By  the  time  the  road 
reaches  about  40  feet  south  of  the  intersection,  the  gradi- 
ents diminished  about  3/4  percent  and  also  the  number  of 
traffic  lanes  is  increased  to  two  lanes  northbound.   So  we 
have  two  lanes  in  the  northbound  before  we  enter  the 
intersection.  The  limiting  geometric  feature  is  a  stopping 
sight  distance  in  this  area  here.  The  limitinq  speed  would 
be  increased  over  45  miles  an  hour.   However,  the  actual 
posted  limit  would  probably  not  be  much  more  than  about  35 
miles  an  hour.  So  the  design  speed  of  this  section  in  here 
is  greater  than  what  would  probably  be  posted. 

The  proposed  downgrade  is  an  acceptable  design  and  is  safer 
than  the  present  existing  'S'  curve.  For  a  comparison,  this 
existing  'S'  curve,  the  first  curve  after  you  leave  the  north 
end  of  the  bridge  now  has  a  radius  of  about  100  feet  with  a 
safe  design  speed  of  about  15  miles  an  hour.  This  leads  into 
a  straight  section  with  about  a  3  percent  downgrade  to 
another  curve  of  about  200  feet,  excuse  me,  a  225-foot  radius 
and  it  has  a  safe  design  speed  of  about  25  miles  an  hour. 
After  crossing  the  new  bridge  we  go  into  a  sag  vertical  curve 
and  you  come  up  off  the  bridge  at  about  2\   percent  grade 
right  in  this  area,  right  here  and  then  you  come  up  to  the 
intersection. 

The  traffic  on  River  Drive,  we  will  also  be  making  some 
modifications  to  River  Drive  in  order  to  keep  this  gradient 
■from  being  too  steep.  We  want  to  raise  the  south  end  of  the 
bridge  somewhat  which  will  mean  raising  the  center  of  this 
intersection.  As  you  approach  the  intersection  from  the  west 
on  River  Drive,  you  enter  a  sag  vertical  curve  about  600  feet 
before  the  intersection  with  a  slope  of  just  over  3  percent. 
As  you  approach  the  intersection  it  then  flattens  about 
200  feet  before  the  intersection  and  then  after  passing 
through  you  enter  a  crest  vertical  curve  for  a  short  distance 
of  highway  with  a  gradient  of  about  2  percent  down  until  it 
meets  the  existing  alignment  about  at  the  center  of  the 
existing  intersection. 
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As  far  as  the  traffic  volume  is  concerned,  there  was  a  1985 
study  at  the  south  approach  segment  of  the  existing  bridge 
and  that  is  this  segment  right  here.   The  traffic  study 
showed  7,320  vehicles  per  day  use  that  south  approach. 
Traffic  on  Tenth  Street  Bridge  itself  in  1985,  excuse  me  in 
1984,  was  just  slightly  less  than  12,000  cars  a  day  and  it 
was  again  slightly  less  than  12,000  cars  in  1986.   If  this 
alignment  were  to  be  kept  and  intersections  or  approaches 
were  some  how  improved  they  figured  that  the  projected 
average  daily  traffic  would  be  about  19,000  vehicles  a  day  by 
the  year  2006.  If  the  approaches  could  not  be  approved,  the 
estimate  was  about  13,300  in  2006,  which  means  that  it 
doesn't  matter  what  you  do  to  the  bridge  here  if  the 
approaches  aren't  improved  the  averaae  daily  traffic  will  not 
increase  very  much  at  all. 

The  bridge  itself,  the  new  Ninth  Street  Connector  Bridge 
would  be  1,265  feet  long  and  it  would  have  an  overall  deck 
width  of  65  feet.   I  don't  know  if  you  can  see  this  picture 
down  here,  but  basically  what  we  would  have  is  four  12-foot 
lanes  and  a  2-foot  shoulder  on  each  side  along  with  a  6-foot, 
6-inch  walkway  plus  a  barrier  on  each  side.  The  construction 
could  be  either  steel  or  concrete  and  that  would  depend  a  lot 
upon  the  estimated  cost  of  material  and  labor  at  the  time  of 
construction.   The  piers  in  the  river  would  be  concrete 
construction  supported  by  spread  footings  and  that  can  be 
seen  in  this  smaller  picture  down  here.  The  abutments  are 
both  assumed  to  be  supported  by  70-ton  piles  pounded  in 
bedrock  and  the  existing  structure  would  remain  in  place  to 
carry  and  detour  traffic  and  necessary  utilities  until  the 
new  bridge  would  be  in  use. 

If  the  construction  was  to  be  concrete,  there  would  be 
approximately  ten  equal  span  of  approximately  126-foot  each 
with  nine  single  column  piers  in  the  river.  The  concrete 
girders  would  be  about  6-feet  deep  and  the  estimated  cost  for 
this  alternative  including  --  the  estimated  cost  would  be 
about  5.61  million  dollars.   If  it  were  to  be  built  out  of 
steel  girders  you  would  have  four  spans  of  230  feet  in  the 
center  and  then  the  end  spans,  one  each,  would  be  about 
1721  feet  for  a  total  of  six  spans  and  five  single  column 
piers  in  the  river.  The  steel  girders  would  be  about  7\   feet 
deep  and  the  estimated  cost  for  this  alternative  would  be 
about  5.14  million  dollars.   Those  costs  do  include  the 
removal  of  the  existing  structure  after  the  new  bridge  is  in 
place. 

As  far  as  the  floodplain  is  concerned,  the  encroachment  will 
be  minimal  as  the  new  abutments  would  be  well  above  the  high 
water  mark.  All  state,  local  and  federal  permits  would  be 
obtained  from  the  appropriate  agencies  for  the  new  bridge. 
With  the  exception  of  a  small  portion  of  city  park  land  and 
the  historic  significance  of  the  existing  bridge  there  are   no 
anticipated  impacts  which  will  greatly  affect  the  social, 
economic  or  environmental  aspects  of  the  area.     There  is,  as 
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I  said,  there  is  a  small  portion  of  city  park  land  which  will 
be  impacted  by  the  new  structure  and  I  would  like  to  qo  over 
that  a  little  bit  right  now. 

In  August  of  1966  the  City  of  Great  Falls  purchased  about  a 
little  over  40  acres  of  land  from  the  Elks,  the  Great  Falls 
Lodge  No.  214  to  be  developed  into  a  park  land.  The  property 
extends  along  the  south  bank  of  the  river,  upstream  from  the 
bridge  and  terminates  about  the  location  of  the  present  south 
abutment  to  the  existing  bridge.   It  comes  right  along  the 
old  Burlington  Northern  Railroad,  comes  about  here,  goes  up 
and  cuts  straight  across  -  just  about  there.  So  you  can  see 
the  new  alignment  on  the  south  would  cut  directly  across  that 
park  land.   The  total  area  of  the  park  land  that  will  be 
impacted  by  that  alignment  of  the  bridge,  for  the  new  bridge 
is  under  two  acres,  it  is  about  1.91  acres.  A  rough  outline 
would  be  a  little  bit  of  land  in  here,  this  land  in  here, 
probably  a  little  bit  in  here  and  a  little  bit  on  this  side 
here.  Of  that  1.91  acres,  .7  of  an  acre  is  already  being 
used  for  right-of-way  on  River  Drive.  So  River  Drive  already 
cuts  through  the  park  and  it  is  already  taking  up  .7  of  an 
acre.  Also,  there  will  be  almost  one  half  of  an  acre  in  this 
area  right  here  that  will  not  be  used,  leaving  only  about  3/4 
of  an  acre  of  new  right-of-way  from  the  existing  park  that 
will  be  required. 

The  portion  of  park  land  affected  is  presently  undeveloped 
and  there  is  no  plans  completed  at  this  time  for  its 
development.  There  are  no  trees  or  bushes  of  any  consequence 
on  this  portion  of  the  land  and  access  to  this  park  land  is 
by  River  Drive  which  merely  bisects  the  parcel  at  this  point 
and  there  are   no  formal  access  or  parking  areas.  Althouqh 
the  park  land  will  be  impacted  by  this  project,  it  is  not 
land  which  will  cause  a  conversion  of  use  under  Section  6f  of 
the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  and  will  not  require 
replacement  land  to  be  purchased  to  compensate  for  the  land 
used  in  the  right-of-way  acquisition. 

That  pretty  much  concludes  my  portion  as  far  as  the  technical 
part  of  the  bridge  design  and  the  park  impact.  I  would  like 
to  have  Fred  come  up  now  and  talk  about  the  historical  part. 

FRED  QUIVIK:    As  has  already  been  mentioned  the  Tenth  Street  Bridge  is  his- 
torically significant  because  it  is  the  longest  and  oldest 
open  span  rail  concrete  arch  bridge  in  Montana.  For  that 
reason  it  not  only  has  local  significance  but  statewide 
significance.   It  was  built  in  1920  and  that  was  during  a 
period  when  reinforced  concrete  was  still  a  relatively  new 
technology,  being  employed  for  bridge  construction  and 
replacing  large  bridge  steel  truss  construction  which  was  the 
dominant  form  of  large  bridge  construction  during  that 
period.   In  some  parts  of  the  country,  for  instance,  along 
the  Oregon  coast  and  in  Minneapolis  and  St.  Paul,  that  open 
span  rail  concrete  arch  bridge  was  used  quite  extensively  for 


bridge  construction.   It  was  a  structural  technique  that  was 
used  for  two  large  bridges  in  Great  Falls.  The  First  Avenue 
North  Bridge  which  was  demolished  in  1979  or  1980  and  the 
Tenth  Street  Bridge  and  there  is  also  one  other  example 
across  the  Yellowstone  River  in  Park  County  south  of 
Livingston.   It  was  not  a  technology  that  was  widely  used  in 
Montana  and  probably  one  of  the  main  reasons  is  because  it 
was  fairly  labor  extensive  for  that  type  o^  construction.  At 
any  rate,  it  has  structural  significance  and  then  just  the 
fact  that  it  was  an  important  bridge  in  Great  Falls  also  has 
local  historic  significance  for  the  function  that  it  served 
in  community  traffic  patterns. 

The  reason  that  those  kinds  of  things  have  to  be  considered, 
to  reiterate  for  folks  that  haven't  been  part  of  a  hearing 
process  like  this,  has  to  do  with  federal  laws  that  require 
that  anytime  federal  money  is  used  for  any  kind  of  a  project, 
highway  project  or  anything  else,  the  potential  impact  of 
those  federal  activities  on  cultural  resources  have  to  be 
considered.  The  first  step  in  that  process  is  to  determine 
whether  we  have  a  culture  resource  that  we  are  dealing  with 
and  obviously  in  the  case  of  the  Tenth  Street  Bridge  we  are 
dealing  with  a  structure  that  is  eligible  for  the  National 
Register.  The  next  step  in  the  process  then  is  to  look  at 
whether  or  not  there  will  be  an  adverse  effect  on  the  project 
and  again  obviously  to  replace  this  bridge  would  be  an 
adverse  effect  on  the  project.   If  that  is  the  case  the 
federal  agency  involved,  the  Federal  Highway  Administration, 
has  to  consider  alternatives  that  could  either  minimize  or 
eliminate  the  adverse  effect  and  if  there  is  still  an  adverse 
effect  then  the  agency  has  to  provide  some  sort  of  mitigation 
for  that  adverse  effect.  The  various  alternates  that  Sutton 
described  were  a  number  of  approaches  that  the  engineers,  and 
I  worked  with  them  on  trying  to  think  of  alternates  that 
might  make  sense  in  the  Highway  Department  and  so  on,  came  up 
with  to  try  to  see  if  there  was  some  way  that  the  adverse 
effect  on  this  bridge  could  either  be  eliminated  or 
minimized. 

I  suppose  the  two  main  approaches  to  what  is  called  the  pre- 
ferred alternate,  the  two  main  approaches  that  were  considered 
were  one  that  included  removing  the  deck  and  leaving  the 
arches  in  place  and  putting  a  new  deck  that  met  modern 
standards  in  place  of  the  old  deck  and  Sutton  described  that 
technical  detail.   From  a  historical  preservation  point  of 
view,  it  seems  like  we  still  wouldn't  be  gaining  that  much 
with  an  open  span  rail  concrete  arch  bridge.  There  is  not 
only  the  arches  but  to  make  that  kind  of  structure  work  the 
vertical  elements  that  march  across  those  arches  to  support 
the  deck,  the  relatively  narrow  deck  because  there  is  a  short 
span  from  vertical  member  to  vertical  member  and  then  that 
real  fine  detail  of  the  ballastry,  the  guardrail  that  runs 
across  the  entire  deck.  All  of  those  features  would  be  lost 
in  that  alternate  even  though  the  arches  would  remain  in 
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place.   The  end  result  would  be  something,  that  would  not 
meet  the  Secretary  of  Interior's  standards  for  rehabilita- 
tion, which  are   a  set  of  guidelines  that  are   used  when  anyone 
is  rehabilitating  historic  buildings  or  historic  structures. 
They  are   guidelines  to  try  to  ensure  that  significant  fea- 
tures of  the  building  or  structure  are    preserved  or 
maintained.  The  net  result  would  not  meet  those  standards, 
to  be  sure  that  the  arches  still  would  be  in  place  across  the 
Missouri  River  at  that  point,  but  it  would  not  be  something 
that  I  guess  I  would  consider  preservation  of  that  structure. 
It  is  an  alternate  that  the  folks  in  Great  Falls,  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration  and  so  on  could  adopt  if  that  is  what 
they  decided  to  do. 

The  other  one  has  to  do  with  preserving  the  structure  in 
place  while  building  the  new  bridge  and  perhaps  adapting  this 
to  new  use  as  part  of  the  park  land  and  what  not.  That  was 
an  alternate  that  was  considered  locally  by  local  government 
and  by  various  community  groups.  The  newspaper  ran  articles 
and  so  on  and  the  local  government  has  decided  that  is  not  an 
alternate  that  they  would  like  to  pursue.  That  leaves  us 
with  what  is  being  called  the  preferred  alternative,  which  is 
demolishing  and  construction  of  a  new  bridge.  Because  that 
will,  to  reiterate,  have  an  adverse  effect,  mitigation 
measures  are   necessary  so  we  are  recommending  measures  to 
mitigate  the  adverse  effect.  Normal  mitigation  measures  are 
to  create  an  archival  record  of  the  structure  that  includes 
large  format  photographs  of  the  bridge,  reproduction  of  the 
original  construction  drawings,  if  they  exist,  or  in  some 
cases  measure  drawings.   In  the  case  of  this  bridge,  the 
original  construction  drawings  exist  so  they  can  be  copied 
and  archival  copies  of  those  drawings  be  made  and  then  a 
historical  narrative,  all  of  this  so  there  can  be  a  permanent 
record  of  the  structure  even  though  the  structure  itself  is 
gone. 

Because  of  the  special  significance  of  this  bridge,  we  are 
also  recommending  for  mitigation  that  we  go  beyond  just 
creating  an  archival  record,  but  try  to  get  some  of  this 
information  out  into  the  general  public  by  means  of  preparing 
an  article  for  a  magazine  such  as  the  Montana  Magazine  of 
Western  History  or  Montana  Outdoor.   Something  that  has  a 
wide  readership  in  Montana  that  can  describe  the  importance 
of  this  bridge  in  terms  that  can  be  appreciated  by  everyone. 
Talk  about  the  importance  of  bridges  in  Great  Falls,  to  talk 
a  little  about  the  evolution  and  development  of  reinforced 
concrete  technology  in  Montana  and  then  a  little  bit  of  a 
discussion  as  to  why  that  technology  never  became  a  real 
prominent  technology  in  Montana.  Then  the  process  that  is 
laid  out  in  the  federal  regulations  for  resolving  these 
issues  includes  a  dialogue  or  discussions  between  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration,  State  Historical  Preservation  Office, 
which  is  in  Helena  and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic 
Preservation,  which  is  an  independent  federal  agency  which  is 
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to  comment  on  these  kind  of  projects  and  issues.   In  that 
dialogue  correspondence  has  gone  back  and  forth,  comments 
have  been  made  on  the  adequacy  of  the  consideration  of  those 
various  alternatives  and  usually  or  hopefully  the  parties  can 
agree  on  a  final  outcome.   In  this  case  that  agreement  has 
not  been  reached  and  the  parties  are   planning  on  terminating 
discussion.  I  forget  the  phrase  that  ending  consulta- 
tion, we  have  all  these  phrases  to  use.   Anyway  endinq 
consultation.   The  last  correspondence  from  the  Advisory 
Council  on  historic  preservation  to  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration  on  the  project  has  offered  a  couple  of  other 
alternates  for  consideration.  One  is  to  leave  the  existinq 
bridge  in  place,  rehabilitate  it  for  use  as  two  lane,  one-way 
traffic  and  then  to  build  a  second  bridge  that  would  accommo- 
date two  lanes  of  one-way  traffic  in  the  other  direction  is 
something  to  be  considered.  The  other  is  to  perhaps  just  let 
the  bridge  stand  there  for  awhile  and  see  if  interest  is 
generated  in  some  other  use  for  it.   The  Federal  Highway 
Administration  will  be  asking  the  State  Highway  Department 
and  the  local  governments  to  consider  those  alternates  as 
well.  Are  there  any  questions  about  all  this? 


D.  BARTSCH 


Fred,  thank  you.  That  was  a  good  background  on  what  happens 
on  the  historic  sites  or  historical  entities  we  get  involved 
with.  Bob  would  you  go  over  the  right-of-way  quickly  for  us? 


B.  SCHERTING 


Thanks,  Dan.   Our  job  in  the  Right-of-Way  Bureau  is  to 
acquire  any  additional  right-of-way  necessary  to  build  these 
projects.  This  particular  project,  being  a  bridge  project, 
we  don't  have  a  whole  lot  of  owners  involved.  We  have  three 
or  four  private  owners,  we  have  the  railroad  and  the  park 
land,  and  of  course,  the  river  itself.  But  those  of  you  who 
are  landowners  on  the  project  are  entitled  to  certain 
payments.  You  are  entitled  to  receive  fair  market  value  for 
any  land  or  improvements  taken  on  these  projects.   You  are 
entitled  to  receive  payment  for  any  damages  that  result 
directly  from  the  project.  The  accepted  method  of  measuring 
or  determining  these  payments  is  through  the  appraisal 
process.  Shortly  after  we  receive  authorization  to  go  ahead 
with  the  right-of-way  function,  landowners  will  be  contacted 
by  an  appraiser  and  he  will  have  an  up-to-date  set  of  plans 
that  he  will  want  to  show  you  and  discuss  the  project  with 
you  and  discuss  your  ideas  of  how  you  feel  that  your  property 
will  be  affected  by  the  project.   Through  his  appraisal 
reports  he  will  be  making  recommendations  to  the  Highway 
Department  regarding  just  compensation  and  after  his 
appraisals  are  reviewed  and  approved  by  our  Appraisal  Review 
Section,  landowners  will  again  be  contacted  by  a  Right-of-Way 
Agent  who  will  then  be  in  a  position  to  make  the  State's 
monetary  offer  and  to  work  with  you  in  finalizing  agreements 
with  the  Highway  Department. 


A  brochure,  I  don't  know  if  everybody  got  one,  they  are   on 
the  back  table,  is  called  "Your  Property  and  Your  Highways", 
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It  is  a  kind  of  a  question  and  answer  brochure  that  discusses 
some  of  the  most  commonly  asked  questions  on  right-of-way. 
If  you  didn't  get  one  or  if  you  have  other  questions  on  the 
right-of-way  process,  I  would  be  glad  to  answer  them  during 
our  question  and  answer  part  of  our  presentation. 

One  other  thing  I  would  like  to  discuss  \/ery   briefly  tonight 
is  Montana's  relocation  assistance  program.   By  that  I  am 
talking  about  people  who  are   displaced,  they  lose  their  house 
or  their  business  because  of  one  of  our  projects. 
Fortunately,  this  is  not  one  of  them.   I  don't  think  we  are 
going  to  have  any  relocation  assistance  unnecessary  on  this 
project.  The  relocation  assistance  comes  in  many  forms.  We 
have  supplement  housing  payments,  supplement  rental  payments. 
We  pay  for  moving  costs  and  we  have  other  services  that  help 
people  get  reestablished  in  new  homes  or  businesses.  Any 
payments  we  make  under  relocation  are  over  and  above  the 
costs  that  we  pay  for  right-of-way.  If  anybody  is  interested 
in  the  program  I  have  quite  a  bit  more  detailed  information 
if  you  would  see  me  after  the  hearing,  I  would  be  glad  to  see 
that  you  get  it.  That  is  it. 

D.  BARTSCH:     Thank  you  Bob.  I  guess  the  one  thing  that  was  alluded  to  by 
both  Sutton  and  Fred  was  the  environmental  studies  that  have 
to  go  in  on  any  highway  project.   In  this  case  it  is  an 
extensive  effect  on  the  area  and  the  environmental  study  was 
a  full  environmental  impact  statement,  and  what  they  call  a 
4(f)  section  which  dealt  with  the  park  land  and  the  historic 
questions.   It  is  a  rather  complete  study  of  all  aspects  of 
the  project  and  how  it  affects  the  area.   I  think  we  have 
comment  on  just  about  all  that  I  wanted  to  make  sure  we 
touched  on.  We  did  get,  like  I  said,  quite  a  bit  of  input  on 
our  last  meeting. 

We  have  John  Mooney  from  the  City  here,  who  is  yery   familiar 
with  the  background  and  history  of  the  project.  We  also  are 
fortunate  to  have  the  Chairman  of  the  Highway  Commission 
here,  Ilert  Hellebust.  He  is  interested  in  the  operation  and 
function  of  the  projects  that  go  on  in  this  area  becaus.e  this 
is  also  his  district.  Great  Falls  is  it,  right?  I  was  just 
up  north  with  him  and  I  was  trying  to  remember  where  the  line 
was  drawn,  but  this  also  covers  his  district.  If  we  get  into 
some  questions  or  comments,  we  might  be  able  to  hopefully  get 
them  straightened  out.  We  are  also  here  now  to  hear  from  you 
folks.  We  would  like  to  hear  from  you  or  hear  any  questions 
that  you  may  have  and  this  is  the  time  to  do  it.  My  one 
ground  rule  is  that  you  use  one  of  the  microphones  here, 
because  I  am  recording  all  of  our  statements.  We  will  either 
prepare  a  verbatim  transcript  or  a  summary  of  the  comments 
that  were  made  for  distribution  to  anyone  or  any  offices  that 
need  to  hear  about  the  input  we  receive  tonight.  So  make 
sure  you  have  a  microphone.  We  would  like  you  to  identify 
yourself  for  the  transcribers  to  be  able  to  tie  names  to 
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C.  HEBER 


D.  BARTSCH: 

C.  HEBER: 

D.  BARTSCH: 

C.  HEBER: 

D.  BARTSCH 

C.  HEBER: 

D.  BARTSCH: 


T.  BARNARD 


D.  BARTSCH 


T.  BARNARD: 


discussions  and  also  we  can  use  that  if  we  have  to  get  back 
later,  if  you  come  up  with  something  that  we  need  to  address 
back  to  you.  With  that  I  guess  I  would  invite  anybody  that 
has  comments  supporting  the  project,  questioning  it, 
whatever.  The  gentlemen  over  here  is  ready  right  away. 

My  name  is  Charles  Heber.   I  would  like  to  know  if  it  would 
be  possible  to  eliminate  the  overpass  over  the  railroad  and 
have  an  at-grade  crossing  at  the  railroad,  rather  than  go  up 
and  down?  Also,  I  would  like  to  know  if  the  approach  at  the 
north  end  of  the  structure  there  is  going  to  eliminate  that 
dangerous  approach  going  to  the  east? 

Ok,  that  is  the  road  that  is  right  along  side  the  river  that 
goes  east? 

Yes.  It  goes  east,  yes. 

It  goes  right  by  the  power  company  yard. 

Yes.  As  it  is  now,  if  it  is  fairly  slick  why  you  are    in 
trouble  if  you  try  to  go  east. 

Ok.  I  guess  the  first  question  referring  to  the  bridge,  you 
are  referring  to  the  bridge  that  is  now  over  the  Burlington 
Northern  that  goes  onto  the  south,  is  that  correct? 

Yes. 

I  guess  I  would  have  to  ask  someone  that  has  been  in  on  the 
study  or  I  can  point  out  one  of  the  things  about  it.  I  don't 
know  if  that  has  been  considered  at  all.   Does  anybody 
involved  on  the  project  aware  of  that?  I  will  introduce  one 
other  fellow  that  probably  has  some  background  on  that.  Tom 
Barnard  is  here  who  had  been  the  District  Engineer  here  in 
Great  Falls  for  some  years  and  he  is  has  now  moved  on,  but  he 
knows  a  lot  of  history  behind  the  project.  Tom,  would  you 
like  to  comment  on  that? 

Yeah,  just  briefly.  We  have  discussed  that  approach  in  the 
past,  we  know  that  it  is  not  good.  As  far  as  the  new  roadway 
we  haven't  worked  out  all  those  details  that  specifically. 
But,  I  guess  all  I  can  tell  you  at  this  time  is  it  would  not 
be  any  worse  then  it  is  right  now.  We  would  reconstruct  it 
as  far  as  we  had  to  so  we  ensured  that  it  wasn't  any  worse. 

That  is  the  road  that  connects  to  the  east  on  the  north  side. 
On  the  removal  of  the  bridge  over  the  railroad,  that  has 
probably  has  just  been  looked  at  and  not  considered  to  be 
removed  on  this  project. 

That  was  also  discussed  and  we  definitely  would  like  to  take 
it  out  of  there  because  it  would  ease  the  grade  through  there 
considerably.   It  would  make  a  better  roadway. 
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R.  HICEL 


D.  BAPTSCH: 


D.  HENRY 


D.  BARTSCH: 

D.  HENRY: 

D.  BAPTSCH: 

D.  HENRY: 

D.  BAPTSCH: 


Unfortunately,  with  the  volume  of  traffic  that  you  have  there 
you  just  don't  dare  do  it. 

That  is  one  of  the  couple  of  big  problems  there.  Ok.  The 
approach  to  the  east  why  we  will  try  to  make  a  landing  so 
that  it  is  at  least  is,  hopefully  improve  it  a  little  bit. 
It  is  moving  away  from  its  present  junction  now  a  little  bit 
and  we  might  be  able  to  improve  that  just  a  little  from  what 
it  is.  Ok,  somebody.   Things  like  this  where  we  can't  give 
you  a  positive  or  firm  answer,  like  in  this  case,  except  to 
say  that  we  have  looked  into  some  of  them,  why  we  certainlv 
will  take  another  look  at  it  and  make  sure  that  we  are   doinq 
the  best  that  we  can.  Gentleman  here,  please. 

My  name  is  Rick  Hicel.   I  do  a  lot  of  wind  sailing  on  the 
river  and  generally  in  that  area.  A  little  bit  up  from  the 
river  and  it  is  a  nice  site  to  see  that  arches  there  and  I 
believe  I  would  like  to  have  those  arches  remain  as  part  of 
the  heritage  of  Great  Falls,  part  of  the  pride  of  Great 
Falls.   Something  my  sons  and  daughters  can  look  back  on. 
You  go  to  the  different  cities  around  the  country,  Boston, 
Philadelphia,  like  Oregon  he  was  talking  about  and  they  have 
these  structures.  They  are   pieces  of  art  work  as  far  as  I  am 
concerned.   A  lot  of  labor  went  into  them  and  they  are 
beautiful  to  look  at.  Economically  I  think  it  is  related  to 
tourism.  A  lot  of  people  will  look  at  that  bridqe  and  say 
Great  Falls  is  a  historic  spot.  Has  a  lot  of  heritaqe  and 
people  want  to  live  here.  They  want  to  come  back,  thev  don't 
want  to  leave. 

Ok,  thank  you.  You  are   supporting  to  serious  look  at  some  of 
these  other  alternates  to  try  to  keep  the  arches  there  in 
some  form.  Ok,  thank  you.  Yes,  sir. 

Delbert  Henry  from  the  Missouri  River  Diner.   Right  now  we 
are   at  the  intersection  of  the  Tenth  Street  Bridge.  Will  the 
area  between  the  intersection  where  the  diner  is  at  up  to  the 
new  one,  will  anything  be  put  in  there,  will  that  be  a  park 
for  ever  and  ever? 

You  are  at  the  south  end  of  the  existing  bridge? 

The  building  right  there  by  your  finger. 

This  building  here  that  has,  I  think  has  a  bar  or  cafe  and 
something  else  in  there. 

A  diner.  Another  words  the  approach  we  have  now  is  right  in 
the  intersection.  With  that  new  bridge  going  in,  will  a  high 
rise  or  whatever  ever  be  put  in  that? 

A  high  rise,  like  an  apartment  building  or  something  like 
that? 
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D.  HENRY:       Whatever,  yeah. 

0.  RARTSCH:     Ok,  I  guess  first  of  all  if  the  preferred  alternate  went  in 
and  we  would  clear  this  area  out  at  the  end  of  the  old  bridge 
and  probably  clear  and  level  the  area  of  the  old  road  that" 
goes  through  here  where  the  Milwaukee  was,  you  would  have  a 
good  approach  still  on  the  River  Road.  As  far  as  what  might 
be  buil*:  around  you,  I  would  think  that  the  remaining  pieces 
of  par-,  would  still  remain  as  park.   It  would  never  -  as  far 
as  Highway  and  City  would  be  concerned  I  am  sure,  thev  would 
never  be  able  to  consider  selling  it  privately  so  somethina 
like  that  would  be  built.   If  that  addresses  what  you  were 
thinking  of. 

D.  HENRY:       In  a  way,  yeah.  The  bridge  going  to  14th  from  Tenth  Street, 
will  that  be  improved  in  the  future? 

D.  RARTSCH:     The  bridge  goinq  where? 

D.  HENRY:       From  Tenth,  right  there.  Yeah,  over  the  railroad  track. 

D.  BARTSCH:     Ok,  this  is  the  bridge  that  you  are   referring  to,  the  River 
Road  goinq  to  the  east  and  crossing  the  existing,  now 
Burlington  Northern. 

D.  HENRY:       That  was  also,  with  a  heavy  load  of  traffic  proposed.   It  is 
a  dangerous  bridge  as  it  is  right  now. 

D.  BARTSCH:      I  guess  I  would  ask  maybe  John.  John  Mooney,  as  I  mentioned, 
is  here  from  the  City  and  that  would  probably  would  be  their 
area  of  maybe  planning  or  future  planning.  John,  would  you 
maybe  comment  on  this. 

J.  MOONEY:      Thank  you,  Dan.   I'm  John  Mooney  from  the  City  County  Plan- 
ning Board  Office.   I  did  have  trouble  hearing  Mr.  Henry's 
questions.   I  think  the  first  question  dealt  with  what 
Dossible  development  or  land  use  could  take  place  in  the  area 
along  River  Road  after  the  new  bridge  is  constructed.   I 
think  that  would  relate  to  several  factors.   One  would 
involve  which  parcels  were  left  after  the  new  bridge  were 
constructed,  what  is  the  zoning  on  the  parcels  which  would  be 
left,  would  they  be  in  private  or  public  ownership  and  what 
utilities  would  be  available  and  would  there  be  any  limita- 
tions of  access  or  problems  with  depth  of  the  parcels  or 
properties.  There  are   several  factors  to  consider. 

I  believe  the  second  question  he  had  dealt  with  was  the 
existing  River  Road  between  the  existing  Tenth  Street  Bridge 
and  the  15th  Street  Bridge  intersection.  More  particularly, 
the  old  bridge  on  the  River  Road  that  crosses  the  Burlington 
Northern  tracks.  That  section  of  River  Road  is  recognized  as 
a  substandard  deficient  section  of  roadway.   In  the  planning 
and  programming  documents,  River  Road  is  acknowledged  as  a 
project  which  has  to  be  built  at  some  point  in  time. 
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D.  RAPTSCH: 


J.  MOONEY: 


D.  RAPTSCH 


E.  GRASSESCHI 


Improvements  do  have  to  be  made.  Again,  we  do  have  fundina 
limitations  and  the  present  project  under  consideration,  the 
Tenth  Street  North  Bridge  and  Ninth  Street  Connector,  due  to 
funding  limitations,  cannot  extend  much  beyond  the  limits  of 
the  bridge  itself  on  the  north  and  south  ends.  We  just  don't 
have  federal -aid  urban  money  at  the  present  time  to  also 
totally  reconstruct  River  Drive  and  BN  Railroad  overpass. 

Ok,  I  guess.   John,  do  you  know  if  it's  somewhere  in  the 
discussion  stage,  as  far  as  the  City  is  looking  forward  to  it 
some  time  in  the  future.   I  may  give  him  a  little  help  here. 

We  are  presently  in  the  update  of  the  transportation  plan  as 
I  mentioned  earlier.   River  Drive  is  acknowledged  as  a 
facility  that  does  need  upgrading.  We  do  have  a  five-year 
improvements  program  for  transportation  projects.   It  is 
called  the  Transportation  Improvement  Plan  for  Program.   It 
is  a  five-year  programming  document.   Frankly,  the  federal - 
aid  urban  money  which  is  available  in  this  segment  of  River 
Road  is  on  the  federal -aid  urban  system.   In  terms  of  the 
five-year  span  of  the  document,  we  do  not  have  enough  funding 
to  take  on  additional  projects  other  than  the  completion  of 
the  Tenth  Street  North  and  Ninth  Street  Connector  project, 
the  First  Avenue  North  Bridge  approaches  and  possibly  some 
other  minor  projects.  Again,  to  repeat  myself,  River  Drive 
does  need  work  and  we  are  not  forgetting  about  that. 

Ok,  it  keeps  coming  up  in  the  discussion  anyway.  We  are 
trving  to  figure  out  how  to  get  to  it.  Ok.   I  guess,  John, 
that  is  just  about  all  we  can,  yes? 

I'm  Ernie  Grasseschi  from  Black  Eagle,  Montana.   I  am  also 
President  of  the  Black  Eagle  Civic  Club.  We  had  a  meeting 
Wednesday,  and  again  like  we  did  two  years  ago,  Black  Eaqle 
Civic  Club  wishes  to  let  you  know  that  we  support  the  idea  of 
a  new  bridge  across  the  Missouri  River  at  Tenth  Street.  This 
would  be  a  big  support  to  the  community  of  Black  Eagle.   It 
would  help  our  residents  as  well  as  our  businesses.  We  feel 
that  it  is  something  that  needs  to  be  done  in  the  very   near 
future.  Our  Civic  Club  supports  this  fine  endeavor  and  hopes 
that  this  matter  will  be  cited  in  the  very  near  future. 
Sincerely,  Ernest  Grasseschi,  President  of  Black  Eaqle  Civic 
Club. 


D.  BARTSCH: 

E.  GRASSESCHI 


Ok,  thank  you. 

We  just  wanted  to  make  sure  that  you  got  it  straight  the 
first  time  the  Ninth  Street  Connector  Bridge.  We  are  not 
against  tearing  down  the  bridge,  the  old  bridge.  But  when  it 
starts  interfering  with  traffic,  we  say  let's  get  the  traffic 
problem  figured  out,  which  is  a  growing  problem  in  Great 
Falls,  because  Great  Falls  is  going  to  be  a  growing 
community. 
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He  was  talking  about  that  River  Road.   One  of  the  biggest 
problems  you  have  today  is  up  on  the  15th  Street  Bridge.  At 
5:00  the  traffic  is  all  the  way  up  to  the  flour  mill  and  you 
can't  get  into  a  bridge  that  is  a  four-lane  bridge.  When  you 
close  Ninth  Street,  it  backs  up  farther  than  that.   So  how 
are  you  going  to  solve  a  traffic  problem  unless  you  can  use 
the  two  bridges  here.   I  probably  walked  under  that  bridge 
more  than  any  person  here,  under  it  or  over  it,  because  when 
I  was  a  kid  I  went  to  Mitchell  Pool  everyday  and  I  walked 
across  that  bridge  every  day  of  the  summer,  under  and  below 
it  and  probably  have  more  feeling  for  it  than  anybody.  But 
my  feeling  for  it  is  if  it  doesn't  have  to  go,  but  if  it  must 
go,  it  goes.  We  don't  want  it  to  stop  the  job.  We  don't 
want  it  as  a  bridge,  maybe  keep  it  for  the  historical  society 
if  we  could  leave  there  without  touching  it. 

D.  BARTSCH:  Ok,  thank  you.  You  did  want  to  give  me  a  copy  of  your  com- 
ments and  thank  you.  I  will  include  those  in  record.  Yes, 
Ma'am. 

A.  AIKEN:       Good  evening,  everyone.   I'm  Ardi  Aiken  and  I  am  Mayor  of  the 
City  of  Great  Falls.  I  am  here  this  evening  with  an  official 
statement  on  behalf  of  the  Great  Falls  City  Commission.   I 
will  add  a  little  to  the  history  of  the  bridge.  The  Tenth 
Street  North  Bridge  is  nearly  70  years  old  and  the  issue 
before  us  this  evening  is  certainly  not  a  new  one.   The 
reconstruction,  relocation  of  the  bridge  in  question  has  been 
recommended  periodically  over  the  past  20  years.   It  was 
closed  for  a  year  some  13  to  14  years  ago.  After  $275,000  of 
bandage  repairs,  it  was  opened  again  with  a  projected  life  of 
another  three  to  five  years.   That  was  in  1975.   As  we 
approach  1989,  the  bridge  is  still  open,  but  it  is  in  a 
precarious  position  and  could  be  closed  again  at  any  time. 
In  fact,  it  is  declared  in  the  worst  condition  of  all  the 
federal-aid  urban  bridges  in  the  State  of  Montana.  As  Mr. 
Grasseschi  said  in  the  event  that  the  Tenth  Street  North 
Bridge  were  closed,  the  traffic  volume  on  the  15th  Street 
North  Bridge  could  conceivably  double  and  that  would  create 
an  excessive  overload  which  would  result  in  congestion  and 
delays  at  the  peak  traffic  times.   The  Great  Falls  City 
Commission  has  a  record  of  support  for  the  Ninth  Street 
Connector  Bridge  dating  back  to  1986.   Most  recently  this 
year  on  November  1,  the  City  Commission  extended  the  City  Tax 
Increment  program  by  amending  the  downtown  revitalization 
area    plan  to  include  a  multi-million  dollar  package  of 
projects.   Included  in  the  proposed  package  is  construction 
of  a  new  south  approach  to  the  Ninth  Street  Connector  Bridge 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $785,000.  Unfortunately,  efforts  to 
save  the  Tenth  Street  Bridge  have  not  materialized  due  to 
limited  community-city  support  and  no  entity  in  the  community 
has  been  willing  or  able  to  accept  the  responsibility  for 
maintenance,  liability  and  the  eventual  demolition  of  the  old 
bridge  if  it  is  to  remain.  Therefore,  on  behalf  of  the  City 
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Commission  we  urge  you  to  proceed  with  the  Ninth  Street  North 
Connector  Bridge  project.  Thank  you. 

D.  BARTSCH:      Ok,  thank  you.   We  will  just  include  that  in  the  record. 
Yes,  sir. 

D.  SCHWAB:      My  name  is  David  Schwab.   I'm  here  representing  the  State 
Historic  Preservation  Office  of  the  Montana  Historical 
Society.   I  would  like  to  reiterate  a  few  facts  that  were 
brought  up  by  Fred  earlier.  The  Tenth  Street  Bridge  is  the 
longest  multi-arch  open  span  rail  concrete  bridge  in  Montana. 
It  is  also  the  oldest  open  span  rail  concrete  bridge  in  the 
State.   I  would  like  to  read  shortly  from  a  prepared  state- 
ment here  and  we  are  glad  to  hear  that  there  are    other 
alternatives  still  being  considered. 

The  State  Historic  Preservation  Office,  as  part  of  the 
Montana  Historical  Society,  has  recommended  the  reuse  of  the 
existing  Tenth  Street  Bridge  as  the  preferred  alternative  in 
this  project.   The  Tenth  Street  Bridge  has  been  officially 
determined  eligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  for  its  engineering  significance.   We  are 
involved  in  commenting  as  a  requirement  of  the  same  Federal 
Historic  Preservation  Regulations  that  trigger  Federal 
Highway  Administration  considerations  of  historic  and  prehis- 
toric properties.   Our  recommendations,  that  is  underlined 
because  these  are  recommendations  and  we  have  no  power  to 
enforce  those,  that  the  Montana  Department  of  Highways  and 
the  Federal  Highway  Administration  modify  and  reuse  the 
existing  Tenth  Street  Bridge  is  based  on  our  commitment  to 
historic  preservation  and  our  own  reading  of  the  facts  that 
are  available  to  us.  The  statistical  and  dollar  information 
provided  as  to  date  indicates  that  reuse  including  the  issue 
of  structural  stability  and  approach  alignment  is  financially 
feasible  and  will  still  result  in  a  safe,  adequate  traffic 
solution.   While  the  bridge's  historic  features  will  be 
modified  in  order  to  make  it  safe  and  usable,  the  primary 
design  which  is  so  recognized  and  loved  will  survive.   The 
Advisory  Council  and  Historic  Preservation  in  consultation 
with  the  National  Register  staff  did  take  a  close  look  at 
whether  the  modifications  needed  were  so  severe  as  to  destroy 
the  bridge's  historic  value.   In  a  June  1988  letter  to  the 
Federal  Highways  they  said  that  they  had  concluded  that 
sufficient  historic  character  would  survive  the  alteration  of 
the  bridge  to  justify  implementation  of  either  alternative 
three  or  four.  The  fact  is  that  few  of  our  historic  bridges 
are  easily  reused.   One-lane  metal  truss  bridges,  for 
instance,  are  very  difficult  to  modify  if  traffic  has 
increased  to  a  level  requiring  more  lanes.  The  Tenth  Street 
Bridge  has  seemed  to  us  a  rare  opportunity  for  the  State  to 
retain  the  ^ery   kind  of  feature  that  Montanans  and  tourists 
can  enjoy  over  time,  even  while  it  is  made  safe  and 
functional.   It  is  the  kind  of  Montana  resource  and  part  of 
the  Montana  character  we  believe  will  be  our  economic 
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salvation.  We  were  less  inclined  to  support  the  concept  of 
building  a  new  bridge  and  keeping  the  old  bridge  for  recrea- 
tional purposes.  That  works  well  sometimes,  but  it  leaves  us 
all  with  two  structures  to  care  and  pay  for.  We  also  recog- 
nize the  relative  impracticalness  of  a  new  one-lane  bridge 
and  reuse  of  this  one.  The  spectacular  setting  for  the  old 
bridge  is  still  lost  without  the  dollar  savings.   In  short, 
for  us  in  this  instance  as  in  many  others,  good  preservation 
for  practical  Montanans  still  seems  to  be  matter  of  fact 
rehabilitation  and  reuse.   We  do  not  work,  however,  in  a 
world  of  perfect  solutions  to  all  agendas.  Reuse  here  seems 
a  good  workable  solution  in  a  broader  context  where  historic 
bridge  reuse  is  always  difficult. 

However,  having  offered  our  best  recommendations  as  advocates 
for  the  care  of  Montana's  heritage,  we  would  offer  also  some 
procedural  information.   The  Federal  Historic  Preservation 
Regulations  do  not  require  that  the  Federal  Highway  Adminis- 
tration or  the  Montana  Department  of  Highways  abide  by  either 
our  recommendations  or  those  of  the  Advisory  Council  and 
Historic  Preservation.   The  regulations  require  that  the 
Highway  Department  offer  us  a  clear  look  at  alternatives  in 
their  preference  and  give  us  full  opportunity  to  comment. 
For  all  practical  purposes  that  has  occurred.  Both  agencies 
are  close  to  being  able  to  choose  the  final  alternative 
likely  based  substantially  on  community  preference.  Federal 
Highways  or  the  Montana  Department  of  Highways  will  not  need 
any  other  agency's  concurrence  to  proceed.  Hence,  we  are  in 
a  position  only  to  encourage  the  community  to  consider  the 
retention  of  this  valuable  bridge,  but  the  relative  attrac- 
tiveness of  that  possibility  to  you  as  the  community  of  Great 
Falls,  is  what  will  by  far  influence  the  final  decision. 
Thank  you. 

Ok,  thank  you.  Do  you  have  a  copy  of  that,  that  we  could 
have?  Thank  you.  Yes,  sir. 

My  name  is  Roger  Young  and  I  am  President  of  the  Great  Falls 
Area  Chamber  of  Commerce.   I  am  not  prepared  to  comment  on 
the  two  additional  alternatives  or  alternates  that  have  been 
offered  this  evening.   But  I  did  want  to  prerent  for  your 
record  this  evening  the  position  taken  previously  by  the 
Chamber  of  Commerce  and  to  share  with  you  the  results  of  a 
survey  that  we  participated  in.  As  you  know,  the  Chamber  has 
supported  the  replacement  of  the  present  Tenth  Street  Bridge 
and  the  elimination  of  that  dangerous  'S'  curve.  Although  we 
have  previously  stated  that  we  support  the  construction  of  a 
new  Ninth  Street  Connector  Bridge,  we  were  asked  by  advocates 
of  efforts  to  restore  the  old  bridge  if  the  Chamber  could 
support  a  public  fund  drive  to  preserve  and  restore  the  old 
Tenth  Street  Bridge  into  a  bridge  park.  Presumably,  that  is 
because  it  would  be  the  business  community  that  would  need  to 
support  financially  in  a  large  measure,  such  a  fund  drive. 
To  assess  membership  opinion  on  that  question,  the  Chamber's 
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local  government  committee  conducted  a  survey  of  the 
Chamber's  membership,  the  results  of  which  were  not 
encouraging. 

Only  16  percent  of  our  survey  respondents  feel  preservation 
of  the  historical  bridge  and  its  development  into  what  could 
be  a  unique  river  front  attraction  would  be  worth  the 
expense.  Similarly,  only  17  percent  of  the  respondents  said 
that  they  would  support  and  donate  to  a  fund  drive  to  save 
and  develop  the  old  bridge,  while  74.31  percent  said  they 
would  not.   In  fact,  a  whopping  76  percent  of  our  respondents 
are  against  saving  the  old  bridge,  while  79.5  percent  favor 
the  construction  of  the  new  Ninth  Street  Connector.   It  was 
in  accordance  with  that  membership  sentiment  that  the  Board 
of  Directors  of  the  Chamber  voted  unanimously  to  recommend 
the  construction  of  a  new  Ninth  Street  Connector  Bridge  with 
demolition  and  complete  removal  of  the  old  Tenth  Street 
Bridge. 

Now  I  remind  you  that  position  was  taken  prior  to  the  presen- 
tation of  these  other  two  alternatives,  but  I  would  not  be 
optimistic  that  the  attitude  of  the  Directors  would  have 
changed.   I  do  want  to  share  for  the  record  a  copy  of  our 
survey  and  a  copy  of  the  written  comments  that  were  turned  in 
as  a  part  of  that.  We  have  about  a  25  percent  response  on 
our  survey  which  we  felt  was  a  pretty  sample. 

Ok,  thank  you  very   much.  We  will  put  that  in  the  record  and 
consider  it.  Yes,  ma'am. 

My  name  is  Carol  Ecke.   I  am  here  in  support  of  preserving 
the  Tenth  Street  Bridge.  I  realize  that  it  is  not  convenient 
to  try  to  save  the  bridge,  but  it  also  wasn't  convenient  for 
us  to  try  to  save  the  stack  or  the  old  opera  house  or  the  old 
library  or  the  old  YMCA.   It  seems  to  me  that  too  much  of  our 
history  around  here  has  been  sacrificed.   It  seems  that  we 
realize  too  late  that  we  possibly  should  have  preserved  a 
historic  structure.  I  would  like  to  see  the  arches  retained. 
I  don't  know  what  use  could  be  made  of  the  bridge.   I  do 
realize  that  it  is  not  the  most  convenient  and  easy  bridge  to 
go  across  and  the  'S'  curve  may  possibly  present  a  hazard, 
but  I  would  still  see  some  other  kind  of  consideration  given 
to  the  old  bridge  to  preserve  it  for  its  historic 
significance.   I'd  like  to  see  the  arches  retained  as  first 
proposed  and  as  I  said,  it  is  not  the  most  convenient  way  to 
go,  but  I  would  like  not  to  see  the  bridge  go. 

Ok,  thank  you.  You  are  for  one  of  those  alternates  then  to 
try  and  support  or  preserve  it.  Yes,  sir. 

I  am  Tom  Dimke,  President  of  City-County  Planning  Board.  The 
City-County  Planning  Board  has  studied  this  bridge  at  great 
length  over  the  last  several  years.  We  have  come  to  the 
determination  that  the  best  alternative  is  to  remove  the 
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Ninth  Street  Bridge  and  replace  it  with  the  new  connector 
bridge.   After  long  study  there  were  some  real  startling 
things  that  came  to  our  mind.   If  we  build  a  bridge  and 
retain  the  arches,  the  new  bridge  over  the  alignment  of  the 
existing  bridge  would  be  a  65-foot  wide  deck.   You  would 
literally  have  to  be  on  the  river  wind  surfing  to  see  the 
structures  or  be  a  long  distance  away.  We  feel  that  we  would 
not  really  retain  a  great  impact  from  those  arches  because  of 
the  extended  width  of  the  new  deck.   You  can  see  that  new 
deck  would  be  basically,  but  not  exactly,  where  those  white 
lines  are,   pretty  close  to  those  white  lines  that  are  running 
along  the  Tenth  Street  Bridge  right  now,  on  the  board  there. 

The  other  thing  we  looked  at  is,  if  we  determined  to  stay 
with  that  bridge,  we  are  going  to  shut  down  traffic  on  the 
Ninth  Street  Bridge  completely  for  approximately  a  two-year 
construction  plan.  One  consultant  expectation  of  cost  to  the 
general  public  is  going  to  be  in  the  terms  of  $876,000 
additional  cost  to  the  local  people  to  bypass  that  bridge  and 
put  more  load  on  the  First  Avenue  Bridge  as  well  as  the  15th 
Street  Bridge.  We  have  looked  at  great  length  at  the  'S' 
curve,  the  intersection  at  the  south  end  of  the  Ninth  Street 
Bridge  with  that  coming  in  there  with  a  blind  corner,  the 
safety  hazardous  are  tremendous.  With  all  of  these  consid- 
erations, I  think  that  the  best  alternative  for  the  City  of 
Great  Falls  is  to  build  a  new  bridge  and  to  tear  the  old 
bridge  down. 

Ok,  thank  you.  Yes,  sir. 

My  name  is  Dan  Huestis.   I  am  with  Falls  Construction 
Company.   I  would  like  to  come  forward  to  the  map  if  I  could 
and  talk  from  there. 


D.  BARTSCH:     You  bet.  It  might  be  just  as  easy  to  be  on  that  side. 

D.  HUESTIS:  Our  office  is  right  here.  I  have  worked  down  there  for  25 
years  and  I  have  seen  some  of  the  darnedest  things  in  that 
neighborhood.  So  I  have  a  few  thoughts  that  I  would  share 
about  all  of  this  if  I  could,  please. 

D.  BARTSCH:      Sure,  you  bet. 

D.  HUESTIS:      First  thought  is  that  a  much  improved  Ninth  Street  or  Tenth 
Street  Connector  Bridge  would  mean  more  traffic  movements  in 
this  area,  much  more.   The  15th  Street  Bridge  does  not 
connect  to  Smelter  Avenue  and  that  is  the  major  destination 
of  bridge  users,  whether  15th  Street  or  the  existing  Tenth 
Street.  They  are  all  trying  to,  75  to  90  percent  of  the 
people  are  probably  trying  to  get  to  Smelter  Avenue.  Now  if 
traffic  uses  the  15th  Street  Bridge  now,  they  come  across 
here,  go  down  here  and  get  up  onto  Smelter  Avenue.   The 
reason  they  use  the  15th  Street  Bridge  now  is  because  the 
Tenth  Street  Bridge  is  substandard.   A  new  Ninth  Street  or 
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Tenth  Street  Bridge  is  going  to  increased  traffic  drama- 
tically on  the  existing  portion  of  River  Drive  between  15th 
Street  and  the  Tenth  Street  Bridge  or  Ninth  Street,  which  is 
ever  built. 

That  little  bridge  right  in  there,  that  has  been  brought  up 
earlier  by  my  neighbor  and  friend,  Dell.   That  bridge  is 
20-feet  wide,  it  spans  the  Burlington  Northern  tracks  just 
east  of  the  Tenth  Street  Bridge  here.  Most  trucks  do  not  now 
traverse  River  Drive  from  15th  Street  down  to  Tenth  Street 
because  they  are  not  allowed  to  use  the  Tenth  Street  Bridge. 
With  a  new  bridge,  there  will  be  many  trucks.  Trucks  can  be 
8-feet  wide.   If  two  trucks  pass  on  a  20-foot  bridge,  that 
leaves  them  16  inches  between  each  other  and  the  bridge 
rails.  A  situation  like  this  is  intolerable.   No  automobile 
driver  with  a  sound  mind  should  pass  a  truck  on  a  curve. 
That  bridge  is  on  a  curve  that  goes  this  way  and  this  way. 
No  automobile  driver  with  a  sound  mind  should  pass  a  truck  on 
a  curve  with  no  sight  distance  on  a  25-foot  roadway.  Not  to 
mention  that  on  occasion  that  the  bridge  might  be  icy,  like 
it  is  today.   The  vertical  drop  off  this  bridge  onto  the 
Tenth  Street  Bridge  causes  dangerous  traffic  problems  for 
anybody  trying  to  approach  the  Tenth  Street  Bridge.  A  driver 
coming  this  way  has  no  clear  sight  distance  of  what  he  is 
getting  into.  You  go  up  onto  that  little  bridge  right  there, 
nobody  has  had  their  brakes  on  there,  you  come  over  that,  you 
realize  that  the  light  is  red,  there  are  cars  stacked  up  in 
here  and  all  the  people  have  had  their  brakes  on  and  it  is 
polished  shiny,  and  so  everybody  hits  their  brakes,  they  may 
go  into  Dell's  yard  over  in  here,  they  bounce  off  the  guard- 
rail, they  have  the  darnedest  time  to  try  and  save  their  own 
life. 

A  thought  I  would  leave  is  that  if  we  replaced  this  bridge, 
put  a  new  deck  on  the  existing  bridge  that  we  sterilize  the 
south  end  of  this  bridge  for  two  years.  There  is  no  room  to 
stage  a  construction  operation  on  this  end  of  the  bridge. 
The  entire  construction  operation  is  going  to  have  to  be 
fielded  and  operated  from  this  south  end.   If  you  were  to 
build  the  Ninth  Street  Bridge,  that  would  be  my  recommenda- 
tion, that  would  remove  this  'S'  curve,  in  here  which  is  ^ery 
dangerous,  where  it  corrects  from  Ninth  to  get  up  to  the 
present  Tenth  Street  Bridge.  A  thought  I  would  leave  with, 
that  I  am  not  sure  that  has  been  considered  is,  I  would 
encourage  you  to  take  a  look  at  relocating  River  Drive  to  the 
location  of  the  abandoned  Chicago/Milwaukee  Railroad  right- 
of-way.  Take  off  the  same  point  of  departure  with  the  same 
length  of  roadway,  come  there  and  work  your  way  right  down 
and  come  across  and  you  have  no  problem  with  right-of-way  and 
you  would  remove  this  bridge  across  the  Burlington  Northern 
track  where  the  old  Milwaukee  track  crossing  was.  See  what  I 
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And  I  think  that  would  greatly  improve  the  safety  of  traffic 
movements  in  the  area.   Consider  now  that  the  intersection 
then  of  River  Drive  with  the  new  Ninth  Street  Connector 
Bridge,  that  intersection  would  be  back  off  the  end  of  the 
bridge  to  the  south.   If  anybody  has  tried  to  get  onto  the 
15th  Street  Bridge,  where  River  Drive  comes  right  into  the 
end  of  the  bridge,  which  is  the  same  design  that  you  have 
here,  a  truck  driver,  an  18-wheeler  physically  can't  get  his 
truck  off  River  Drive  and  onto  that  bridge  and  stay  in  his 
lane.   It  cannot  be  done.   If  you  move  River  Drive  back,  go 
up  onto  that  same  right-of-way,  you  take  out  these  curves, 
you  take  out  that  bridge,  you  are  back  off  of  the  bridge,  I 
think  it  would  be  a  lot  safer.   So  I  guess  the  thought  that 
we  would  leave  with  you,  and  as  I  say,  it  is  kind  of  familiar 
territory  down  there  and  we  have  seen  a  lot  of  this.  A  new 
Ninth  Street  Bridge  and  a  relocated  River  Drive  would  be 
correct  solutions  to  existing  property.  Thank  you.   I  will 
give  you  that  for  your  record. 
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Ok,  thank  you.   I  guess  you  addressed  the  existing  bridge 
over  the  Burlington  Northern  that  runs  along  River  Road  and 
was  referred  to  by  John  Mooney  earlier  and  that  looks  like 
something  that  they  could  be  looking  into.  I'm  sure... 
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D.  HUESTIS: 


D.  BARTSCH 


Am  I  permitted  one  follow-up?  I  saw  that  on  T.V. 

Certainly.   I  didn't,  but  that  is  all  right  with  me.   Go 
ahead. 

I  thought  I  would  leave  with  you  and  I  realize  that  we  have 
funding  problems  and  those  do  come  and  go  depending  on  the 
problem  solvers  that  get  involved.  I  think  that  to  generate 
the  additional  traffic  in  this  area  without  fixing  that 
bridge  would  be  criminal.   I  would  urge  that  we  not  use  the 
crutch  that  we  don't  have  the  money  or  it's  in  a  later 
project  because  again  the  increased  traffic  in  this  area  is 
going  to  cause  fatalities  off  that  bridge.  So  I  hope  that 
and  I  pray  that  you  don't  use  any  excuse  such  as  lack  of 
funding  to  increase  traffic  on  that  little  bitty  bridge 
without  fixing  it  before  you  put  those  bridges  up.   I  think 
it  absolutely  has  to  go  hand  and  glove  with  the  new  bridge. 

Ok,  fine  we  will,  here  again  I  guess  we  cannot  very   well 
address  any  comment  one  way  or  another  to  make  any  commitment 
but  we  will  certainly  take  that  input  and  that  thought  and 
present  it  back  in  our  final  analysis  of  the  project.   I 
would  presume  we  would  be  able  to  address  that  in  some  way  in 
our  summation  of  the  input  that  we  have  had  on  this  draft 
EIS,  which  is  what  this  process  is  a  part  of.  The  powers  to 
be  able  to  incorporate,  address,  consider  it  and  put  it  in 
where  you  want  it  or  in  some  place  anyway.  We'll  certainly 
look  into  it. 
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E.  IVERSEN 

D.  BARTSCH: 

E.  IVERSEN: 


I  guess  that  I  knew  that  was  the  case,  that  the  main  testi- 
mony by  all  of  you  and  the  thoughts  by  all  of  you  were  either 
on  one  side  or  the  other.   It  has  been  well  expressed  by  both 
sides,  your  support  of  the  project  and  support  of  different 
alternates.   A  couple  of  things  unless  somebody  has  some 
other  thought  or  some  other  particular  question  or  consid- 
eration that  would  like  to  put  in  right  now.  The  gentleman 
right  over  here,  please. 

I  would  like  to  say  something. 

Sure. 

My  name  is  Eric  Iversen  and  I  am  an  architect  in  Great  Falls. 
One  of  the  things  that  has  never  been  considered  that  really 
bothers  me  and  that  is  just  plain  rebuilding  the  Tenth  Street 
Bridge  to  the  original  drawings,  exactly  like  it  was  with  two 
lanes,  not  four  lanes  and  leaving  it  preserved  as  originally 
was  built  -  as  a  historical  landmark.   Now  this  would  not 
cost  anywhere  near  what  you  are  talking  about  doing  with  a 
new  bridge.  Now  when  you  made  a  study  of  what  could  be  done 
to  that  bridge,  you  proved,  we  know  that  it  is  structurally 
sound,  basically.  The  problem  with  that  bridge  is  that  the 
deck  has  deteriorated  presumely  from  salt  and  so  forth.   So 
your  study  that  you  showed  in  1986,  you  showed  a  four-lane 
top  put  over  that  bridge  which  had  8-foot  girders,  five 
8-foot  girders  the  full  length  of  the  bridge.  This  is  like 
the  bridge  is  over  1000  feet,  that  is  a  mile  of  8-foot 
girders.  Then  you  turned  around  and  said  well  this  is  not 
feasible  economically.   I  agree,  it  is  not.  Why  do  that? 
Rebuild  that  bridge  to  an  existing,  rebuild  it  to  the  origi- 
nal drawings  and  preserve  it  as  a  historical  monument  for  the 
people  of  this  country,  not  just  Montana.  Then  build  a  new 
bridge. 

I  don't  know  about  the  Squaw  Island  Bridge,  but  why  couldn't 
that  bridge  turn  the  other  direction,  turn  west  from  Ninth 
Street.  Why  couldn't  it  be  over  two  blocks  farther?  As  a 
totally  new  bridge  at  a  new  location.  One  thing  you  have  not 
addressed  here  and  that  is  how  the  northwest  bypass  comes 
down  and  comes  down  Smelter  Avenue  and  then  it  becomes  a 
problem  like  Mr.  Huestis  just  pointed  out.   Much  of  the 
traffic  turns  east  right  there  at  the  refinery.  All  you  have 
to  do  is  look  at  the  tracks  in  the  ice  some  morning.   See 
what  everybody  is  doing.  They  are  all  going  to  15th  Street 
Bridge.  This  is  a  real  problem. 

How  many  bridges  do  we  have  in  this  town?  I  do  not  feel  that 
we  need  a  new  four-lane  bridge  right  here  and  we  must  destroy 
this  bridge.   It  is  a  crime  that  it  is  happening.   I  do  not 
believe  that  the  powers  that  be  know  the  truth  on  what  could 
really  happen  because  your  study  of  saying  that  bridge  is 
costing  'X'  number  million  dollars  was  not  a  valid  thing  to 
even  consider.  Nobody,  it  does  not  need  to  be  turned  into  a 
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four-lane  bridge  right  there.  Another  thing,  that  ' S '  curve 
could  easily  be  taken  care    of,  that  abandoned  railroad 
overpass  there  could  be  taken  out,  that  'S'  curve  could  be 
straighten  out  considerably  from  the  existing  bridge,  the 
existing  Tenth  Street  Bridge  and  it  could  be  made  much  safer. 
You  could  have  a  wider  road  similarly  to  a  clover  leaf  off  of 
any  interstate  and  you  could  have  a  divider  in  it.  A  con- 
crete precast  divider  like  we  see  all  over. 


D.  BARTSCH: 


Another  thing,  if  that  overpass  itself  should  be  a  historic 
monument.  The  stone  work  in  that  thing  is  larger  than  that 
photo  there.  All  hand  laid,  quarried  stone  without  mortar. 
Absolutely  unbelievable  over  there  by  the  Great  Falls  Gas 
Company.   I  don't  know  of  any  place  in  the  west  that  I  have 
seen  anything  like  that.   I  firmly  believe  the  cheapest  and 
the  most  common  sense  solution  is  to  rebuild  that  Tenth 
Street  Bridge  to  the  original  drawings  and  then  consider  a 
future  bridge  at  a  later  date  in  another  location.  Thank 
you. 

Ok,  thank  you.  That  reference  to  the  rock  was  the  existing 
bridge  over  the  Burlington  Northern  that  is  in  use  now  at  the 
end  of  the  S,  is  that  correct? 


E.  IVERSEN 
D.  BARTSCH 


Excuse  me. 

The  last  reference  that  you  made  to  an  existing  bridge  with 
the  concrete  or  the  blocks  set  the  way  they  are  is  over  the 
Burlington  Northern  tracks  that  is  in  use  now  at  the  end  of 
the  S,  is  that  correct?  I  just  want  to  identify,  yeah  that 
is  the  one  . . . 


E.  IVERSEN 

D.  BARTSCH 

E.  IVERSEN 

D.  BARTSCH 

E.  IVERSEN 


D.  BARTSCH 


It  is  all  stone  work,  unbelievable. 

Yeah,  I  just  wanted  to  make  sure  for  my  record  that  

over  the  top  of  that,  I  would  preserve  that.  This 


overpass  here  is  not,  this  is  abandoned,  right. 

Ok,  that  you  are  referring  to  .... 

where  the  bridge  stops.  This  curve  could  start 

right  here  and  come  through.  All  the  things  that  Mr.  Huestis 
said  I  agree  with.  This  could  all  be  improved,  which  is  not 
aggravated  by  making  this  a  four-lane  bridge.  This  should  be 
a  two-lane  bridge,  built  like  it  was  originally  was  and 
preserved  and  then  minimize  the  traffic,  build  a  new  bridge 
some  place  else. 

Ok,  I  just  wanted  to  identify  on  my  tapes  "this"  bridge  and 
"that"  bridge  as  being  the  one  shown  and  making  a  description 
of  it  so  we  that  we  can  identify  it  later.  Because  when  you 
type  that  out  and  it  says  over  here  and  over  there,  you  read 
that  on  the  tape,  doesn't  cut  it  ^/ery   well,  you  still  can't 
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E.  IVERSEf 


tell  where  we  are   talking  about.  So  that  was  the  only  reason 
I  wanted  to  identify  that  you  were  referring  to  the  existing 
bridge  in  use  over  the  Burlington  Northern  and  that  does  nail 
it  down  and  I  can  see  and  understand  your  input.  Yeah. 

Has  anybody  have  a  copy  of  a  cost  estimate  of 

would  cost  to  replace  that  deck  to  the  original 


what  it 
drawing? 


D.  BARTSCH 


J.  MOONEY: 


D.  BARTSCH 


S.  STEVENS 


E.  IVERSEN 


I'm  not  sure  that  a  firm  figure  was  ever  computed  on  it.  No 
I  can't  say  that  there  was.   I  guess  on  the  basis  of  your 
comments  and  your  input  and  your  suggestions,  why  here  again 
we  can  certainly  look  into  this  input  and  this  thought  which 
I  am  not  sure  was,  Oh,  excuse  me  John  Mooney  is  over  there, 
go  ahead. 

I  would  think  that  possibly  Sutton  could  respond  to  recon- 
struction of  a  replicate  of  the  original  bridge.   I  believe 
that  was  briefly  addressed. 

Ok,  I  wasn't  sure  whether  it  was  a  replicate  duplication  that 
was  involved  before,  Sutton  maybe  you  are  aware  of  a  little 
bit  that  was  looked  into. 

We  did  look  at  that  briefly  as  an  alternative,  because 
somebody  else  had  brought  it  up  at  one  time.  To  rebuild  that 
bridge,  number  one,  the  main  arches  themselves  will  not  take 
todays  loads  that  we  require  to  go  across  a  bridge.  There  is 
no  shear  reinforcement  in  those  arches  at  all.  To  rebuild 
those  arches,  essentially  you  would  be  rebuilding  the  bridge 
as  it  was  originally  designed,  it  would  be  very   labor  inten- 
sive as  far  as  the  form  work  because  it  is  all  cast  in  place 
concrete.  Cast  in  place  concrete  bridges  are  not  a  cost 
effective  means  of  construction  in  todays  contracting 
methods.   It  is  either  steel  or  precast  prestress  concrete 
with  a  cast  in  place  deck.  We  just  felt  that  it  would  be 
very   cost  prohibitive  to  try  to  do  that. 

Couldn't  you  say  no  trucks  on  that  bridge?  And  make  it  a 
historic  bridge  and  then  have  all  your  other  new  bridges, 
five  other  new  bridges  and  have  one  bridge  that  says  no 
trucks. 


S.  STEVENS: 

E.  IVERSEN: 

D.  BARTSCH: 

J.  MOONEY: 


That  was  not  in  the  program  that  we  were  asked  to  look  at. 

It  could  be  done  though.  If  I  may  quote  Lee  Iacocca,  he  said 
that  we  got  to  return  to  a  government  of  common  sense  in 
America.  I  think  that  sums  it  up. 

Ok,  I'll  see  if  Sutton  and  the  others  and  the  analysis  of  the 
project,  could  expound  on  that.  Yes,  John. 

I  have  known  Eric  Iversen  for  a  long  time,  I  have  a  lot  of 
respect  for  him.   I  think  one  issue  that  should  be  entered 
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into  the  record  is  that  it  should  be  made  known  in  terms  of 
what  traffic  volumes  that  bridge  is  going  to  have  to  handle. 
We  are   looking  at  a  facility  that  will  presumely  be  built  as 
well  as  the  original  facility  was  built  and  which  may  be  in 
this  community  for  60  or  70  years  or  more.  To  handle  pro- 
jected traffic  volumes  we  do  need  a  bridge  which  is  wider 
than  the  original  bridge.   Because  of  the  economy  of  con- 
struction initially,  a  four-lane  bridge  is  not  that  much  more 
costly  than  a  two-lane  bridge.   It  has  been  determined  that 
it  should  be  constructed  as  a  four-lane  facility.   I  think  to 
try  and  construct  a  new  facility  that  would  have  a  deck  width 
in  the  vicinity  of  50  to  60  feet,  in  that  range,  would  not  be 
constructing  a  replicate  of  the  existing  bridge.   You  are 
changing  the  structure  and  appearance  significantly. 

D.  BARTSCH:     Quite  a  difference  in  the  capacity  that  way.  Ok. 

INAUDIBLE:      Can  I  just  ask  a  question? 

D.  BARTSCH:      Fred. 

FRED  QUIVI K :     Are  you  talking  a  replicate  of  that  bridge  or  rehabilitating 
the  existing  bridge? 

E.  IVERSEN:     One  of  my  criticisms  of  this  is  that  if  a  new  bridge  is  to 

become  a  slab  across  the  river  with  a  chain  link  fence  on  a 
cost  consideration  which  is  terrible.  You  get  the  traffic 
across  the  river,  but  it  is  not  nice.   That  bridge  is  a 
beautiful  bridge,  it  is  a  treasure  not  only  to  the  people  of 
Great  Falls  but  to  the  people  of  Montana.   It  could  be 
preserved,  if  you  took  the  money  that  you  are  going  to  spend 
demolishing  it  and  spent  down  on  renovation  the  deck  and  said 
no  trucks  and  then  went  off  to  a  new  location  and  build  a  new 
bridge  also,  at  some  future  date,  a  four-lane  proper  bridge 
with  the  traffic,  which  I  think  is  if  you  look  at  a  map  of 
Great  Falls  and  the  truck  route,  that  is  not  the  place  for 
this  bridge  anyway. 

FRED  QUIVI K:     I  was  trying  to  get  clear  the  language  being  used  and  you  are 
talking  about  keeping  the  existing  bridge  and  rehabilitating 
it,  right. 

E.  IVERSEN:      I  am  talking  about  keeping  that  bridge,  rehabilitate  it  to 
the  existing  drawings  with  precast  railing  and  so  forth.   It 
could  be  done  cost  effectively. 

D.  BARTSCH:     Ok,  make  sure  we  have  that  clear. 

E.  IVERSEN:      INAUDIBLE.  But  is  a  treasure,  just  like  they  do  in  Europe. 

The  same  situation  we  come  up,  it  would  not  destroy  it. 

D.  BARTSCH:     Ok,  gentlemen.  Ben,  you  want  to  comment? 
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B.  RANGLE 


My  name  is  Ben  Rangle.   I  am  the  Great  Falls  City-County 
Planning  Board  staff.   I  would  like  to  respond  to 
Mr.  Iversen's  suggestion  of  possibly  constructing  a  new 
bridge  a  little  farther  upstream,  perhaps  in  the  area  of 
Northwest  Bypass  to  River  Drive.   That  proposal  had  been 
considered  and  recommended  as  part  of  the  1968  Transportation 
Plan.   It  had  been  pursued  up  to  as  late  as  1979.   But  a 
number  of  circumstances  primarily  inflationary  cost  of 
building  a  new  structure  across  the  bridge  for  that  expanse 
of  the  river.  At  one  time  it  was  estimated  and  this  was  in 
1968  dollars,  that  perhaps  a  new  structure  could  be  built  for 
3i  million  dollars.   In  1979  when  the  concept  of  a  new 
structure  being  further  upstream  was  dropped,  estimates  were 
as  high  as  15  million  dollars.  So  I  think  the  alternative 
and  the  concept  has  been  considered  for  quite  a  period  of 
time.   But  economics,  environmental  impacts  and  things  of 
that  nature  were  things  that  pretty  much  put  that  concept  to 
a  halt.   It  was  realized  that  at  most  what  the  community 
could  afford  using  the  level  of  federal-aid  funds  that  were 
being  made  available  to  it  was  one  of  either  reconstructing 
the  Tenth  Street  North  Bridge  or  now,  this  additional  alter- 
native of  Ninth  Street  Connector  which  became  available  when 
the  Burlington  Northern  removed  the  trackage  along  the 
southern  part  of  the  river.   So  I  just  wanted  to  reiterate 
that  the  other  concept  of  a  new  structure  was  considered  at 
one  time,  but  is  not  economically  feasible. 


D.  BARTSCH: 

E.  IVERSEN 


D.  BARTSCH: 


It  was  in  the  mill  or  in  the  works  at  one  time. 

Matter  of  fact  we  have  hearings  right  here  on  those,  on  the 
other  bridge  and  this  turn  out  to  be  the  alternative  of  the 
Squaw  Island  Bridge.  The  Squaw  Island  Bridge  they  said  would 
come  later  at  hearings.  I  have  attended  in  the  last  15  to  20 
years  or  so  here. 

Ok,  I  guess  I  don't  remember  that  I  was  involved,  so  I  don't 
know  if  it  was  a  local  hearing  or  not.   I  didn't  realize 
that.   Ok,  one  of  the  other  things  that  I  had,  different 
people  spoke  and  had  some  written  testimony  to  submit  so  we 
can  include  them  on  the  record.   I  would  also  invite  you  in 
the  next  two  week  period  approximately  if  you  have  any 
additional  information  or  want  to  submit  a  written  statement, 
comment,  support  or  whatever  of  the  project,  please  do  so. 
Let  anyone  know,  who  is  not  here  this  evening,  that  would 
like  to  include  some  input  to  do  likewise.  The  gold  color 
leaflet  that  is  available  there  in  that  pamphlet,  the  inside 
back  page  has  the  address  of  the  Public  Hearings  Unit.  We 
invite  you  to  get  that  additional  input  in. 

Also,  I  have  a  couple  of  booklets.   I  know  we  have  had  other 
hearings  and  I  do  have  a  fairly  decent  direct  mailing  list 
and  many  of  you  probably  are  on  that  mailing  list,  but  please 
put  your  name  and  mailing  address  on  one  of  these  sheets  so 
that  I  can  make  sure  that  I  send  any  notices  and  copy  of  the 
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transcript  of  the  hearing  tonight,  out  to  you.   It  will 
include  any  written  statements  that  were  submitted,  we  will 
add  those  to  that  transcript.  So  make  sure  we  get  this  going 
around,  as  soon  as  I  get  a  pen  available.  We  will  prepare 
the  transcript  of  the  hearing  and  it  will  be  submitted  to  the 
various  powers  for  continued  review.  These  other  alternates 
will  have  to  be  considered. 

Hopefully,  ultimately,  it  will  work  out  to  everybody's  satis- 
faction and  will  get  the  job  done.  Does  anybody  else  have 
any  other  comment?  Bob  Newhouse  was  supposed  to  have  made  a 
count  of  how  many  were  here  this  evening,  so  I  hope  I  have 
that  information.   I  would  like  to  thank  you  all  eyery   much 
and  we  certainly  will  keep  you  appraised  of  the  development 
of  the  project.  Thanks  and  good  night. 


DPB:3:nr:mb:PH6/G 
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COMMENTS  OF  DANA  HUESTIS    -  FALLS  CONSTRUCTION 
W  DECEMBER,  1988 

PUBLIC  HEARING,  COMBINED  HIGHWAY  LOCATION  8,  DESIGN 
10TH  STREET  BRIDGE  REPLACEMENT 


1.    A  MUCH  IMPROVED  9TH  OR  10TH  STREET  BRIDGE  WILL 
TRAFFIC  MOVEMENTS  IN  VICINITY. 
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2.  THE  15TH  STREET  BRIDGE  DOES  NOT  CONNECT  TO  SMELTER  AVENUE  - 
THE  MAJOR  DESTINATION  OF  BRIDGE  USERS. 

3.  TRAFFIC  NOW  USES  15TH  STREET  BRIDGE  BECAUSE  10TH  STREET 
BRIDGE  IS  SUB-STANDARD.    THAT  WILL  CHANGE. 

h.    A  NEW  9TH  OR  10TH  STREET  BRIDGE  WILL  INCREASE  TRAFFIC  ON  THE 
SUB-STANDARD,  20    FOOT  WIDE  BRIDGE  OVER  THE  BURLINGTON 
NORTHERN  TRACKS  ON  RIVER  DRIVE  EAST  OF  10TH  STREET. 


5.    MOST  TRUCKS  DO  NOT  NOW  TRAVERSE  RIVER  DRIVE  FROM  15TH  STREET 
TO  10TH  STREET  BECAUSE  THEY  AREN'T  ALLOWED  TO  USE  THE  10TH 
STREET  BRIDGE. 


PAGE  2 

WITH  A  NEW  BRIDGE  THERE  WILL  BE  MANY  TRUCKS.  TRUCKS  CAN  BE 
8'  WIDE.  ON  A  20  FOOT  BRIDGE,  TWO  TRUCKS  PASSING  HAVE  16" 
BETWEEN  THEM  AND  THE  BRIDGE  RAIL.  A  SITUATION  LIKE  THIS  IS 
INTOLERABLE. 

NO  AUTOMOBILE  DRIVER  WITH  SOUND  MIND  SHOULD  PASS  A  TRUCK  ON 
A  CURVE  WITH  NO  SIGHT  DISTANCE  ON  A  30  FOOT  ROADWAY.  NOT  TO 
MENTION  THAT  ON  OCCASION  THE  BRIDGE  MAY  BE  ICY,  LIKE  TODAY. 

6.  THE  VERTICAL  DROP  OFF  THE  BURLINGTON  NORTHERN  BRIDGE  TO  THE 
WEST  CAUSES  DANGEROUS  TRAFFIC  PROBLEMS  FOR  APPROACH  TO  A  10TH 
STREET  BRIDGE.  A  DRIVER  HAS  NO  CLEAR  SIGHT  DISTANCE  AT  THIS 
BRIDGE. 

7.  A  NEW  10TH  STREET  BRIDGE  WILL  STERILIZE  THE  SOUTH  APPROACH 
FOR  YEARS  DURING  CONSTRUCTION. 

8.  A  NEW  9TH  STREET  BRIDGE  REMOVES  THE  "S"  CURVE  BETWEEN  9TH 
i  10TH  STREETS. 

9.  RELOCATING  RIVER  DRIVE  TO  THE  LOCATION  OF  ABANDONED  MILWAUKEE 
RAILROAD  ALIGNMENT  AND  REPLACING  (AND  RELOCATING)  THE 
EXISTING  SUB-STANDARD  BURLINGTON  NORTHERN  BRIDGE  ON  RIVER 
DRIVE  WILL  GREATLY  IMPROVE  SAFETY  OF  TRAFFIC  MOVEMENTS  IN  THE 
AREA. 


PAGE  3 


10.  INTERSECTION  OF  RIVER  DRIVE  AND  9TH  STREET  BRIDGE  WOULD  BE 
FURTHER  SOUTH  AWAY  FROM  THE  BRIDGE  END  FOR  SAFETY  -  NOT 
LIKE  15TH  STREET  BRIDGE  SOUTH  INTERSECTION,  WHICH  IS  MOST 
DANGEROUS. 

11.  A  NEW  BRIDGE  CONNECTING  DIRECTLY  INTO  9TH  STREET  AND  A 
RELOCATED  SECTION  OF  RIVER  DRIVE  TO  REMOVE  A  KNOWN  HAZARD  - 
A  20  FOOT  WIDE  BRIDGE  WHICH  BIG  TRUCKS  ROUTINELY  TRAVEL  -- 
WOULD  BE  CORRECT  SOLUTIONS  TO  EXISTING  PROBLEMS. 
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23  Dec   1988 


TO:   District  Engineer  (Mr.  Eugene  Stettler) 

FROM:   Missouri  River  Resturant  Co. 

SUBJECT:   9th  Street  Connector/lOth  Street  Bridge 

My  wife  and  I  own  the  Missouri  River  Diner  located  on  the  southside  of  the 
10th  street  bridge,  adjacent  to  the  intersection.   We  are  concerned  about 
visibility  if  the  new  bridge  is  installed.   The  new  intersection  would  be 
approximately  355  feet  from  the  present  intersection.   I  believe  business  would 
be  affected.   Attached  is  a  propasal  which  would  beautify  Great  Falls  and 
contribute  to  our  business,  after  the  new  bridge  is  in  place.   In  the  proposed 
park,  arches  from  the  10th  street  bridge  could  be  relocated  and  set  up  as  a 
monument  dedicating  the  bridges  history.   If,  the  decision  is  to  rebuild  the 
10th  street  bridge,  our  business  would  cease  to  exist  with  the  closffre of  the 
bridge  till  it  reopened. 


J 


Sincerely 


Delbert  A. /Son  Ok  Henry 
1000  River  Drive  North 
Great  Falls,  Mt.  59401 
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alternatives  and  their  preference  and  give  us  full  opportunity  to  comment.  For 
all  practical  purposes  that  has  occurred.  Both  agencies  are  close  to  being  able 
to  choose  the  final  alternative-likely  based  substantially  on  community 
preference.  Federal  Hiahways  or  the  Montana  Department  of  Highways  will  not  need 
any  oth£  agency's  concurrence.  Hence,  we  are  in  a  position  to  qncwcaqe  the 
cSLunity  to  consider  that  retention  of  this  particular  heritage  property  is 
fe^sible-that  in  this  instance  it  is  relatively  easy  to  have  our  cake  and  eat  it 
too  But  t±e  relative  attractivness  of  that  possibility  to_*2u~on  whatever 
grounds— is  what  will  far  more  influence  the  final  choice. 
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December  14,   1988 

SHPO/Montana  Historical  Society  Statement  for  the  10th  Street  Bridge  Bearing: 

The  State  Historic  Preservation  Office — we're  part  of  the  Montana  Historical 
Society—has  recommended  the  reuse  of  the  existing  10th  Street  Bridge  as  the 
preferred  alternative  in  this  project.  The  10th  Street  Bridge  has  been  officially 
determined  eligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  for 
its  engineering  significance. 

We  are  involved  in  commenting  as  a  requirement  of  the  same  federal  historic 
preservation  regulations  that  trigger  Federal  Highway  Administration 
consideration  of  historic  and  prehistoric  properties. 

Our  recommendation  that  the  Montana  Department  of  Highways  and  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration  modify  and  reuse  the  existing  10th  Street  Bridge  is  a 
hearty  one.  The  statistical  and  dollar  information  provided  to  us  to  date 
indicates  that  reuse  (included  the  issue  of  structural  stability  and  approach 
alignment)  is  financially  feasible  and  will  still  result  in  a  safe,  adequate 
traffic  solution.  While  the  bridge's  historic  features  will  be  modified  in  order 
to  make  it  safe  and  useable,  the  primary  design — which  is  so  recognized  and 
loved--will  survive.  The  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation—in 
consultation  with  the  National  Register  staff — did  take  a  close  look  at  whether 
the  modifications  needed  were  so  severe  as  to  destroy  the  Bridge's  value.  In  a 
June,  1988  letter  to  Federal  Highways,  they  said  that  they  had  "concluded  that 
sufficient  historic  character  would  survive  the  alteration  of  the  bridge  to 
justify  implementation  of  either  alternative  3  or  4." 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  few  of  our  historic  bridges  are  easily  reused. 
One  lane  metal  truss  bridges,  for  instance,  are  very  difficult  to  modify  if 
traffic  has  increased  to  a  level  requiring  more  lanes.  The  10th  Street  Bridge  has 
seemed  to  us  a  rare  opportunity  for  the  state  to  retain  the  very  kind  of  feature 
that  Montanans  and  tourists  can  enjoy  over  time — even  while  it  is  made  safe  and 
functional.  It  is  the  kind  of  Montana  resource,  and  a  part  of  the  Montana 
character  we  believe  will  be  our  economic  salvation.  We  were  less  inclined  to 
support  the  concept  of  building  a  new  bridge  and  keeping  the  old  bridge  for 
recreational  purposes.  That  works  well  sometimes.  But  it  leaves  us  all  with  two 
structures  to  care  for  and  pay  for.  We  also  recognize  the  relative 
impracticalness  of  a  new  one  lane  bridge  and  reuse  of  this  one.  The  spectacular 
setting  for  the  old  bridge  is  still  lost,  without  the  dollar  savings. 

In  short,  for  us,  in  this  instance  as  in  many  others,  good  preservation  for 
practical  Montanans  still  seems  to  be  matter-of-fact  rehabilitation  and  reuse. 
We  do  not  work  in  a  world  of  perfect  solutions  to  all  agendas;  reuse  here  seems  a 
good  workable  solution — in  a  broader  context  where  historic  bridge  reuse  is 
always  difficult. 

Having  offered  our  best  recommendations  as  advocates  for  the  care  of  Montana's 
heritage,  we  would  offer  also  some  procedural  inforamtion. 

The  federal  historic  preservation  regulations  do  not  require  that  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration  or  the  Montana  Department  of  Highways  abide  by  either  our 
recommendations  or  those  of  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation.  The 
regulations    require    that    the   highway    departments    offer    us    a    clear    look    at 
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Post  Office  Box  1  243  /  Great  Falls,  Montana  59'403 


January  13,  1989 


Montana  Department  of  Highways 
Gary  Wicks,  Director  of  Highways 
2701  Prospect  Ave. 
Helena,  MT   59601 

Dear  Mr.  Wicks: 

Montana  Refining  Company  Supports  the  decision  to  construct  a  bridge  to  replace 
the  Tenth  (10th)  Street  Bridge  crossing  the  Missouri  River  in  the  north  central 
area  of  Great  Falls. 

In  order  to  minimize  the  adverse  impact  the  project  might  have  on  our  24  hour  a 
day  operating  facilities,  we  would  like  the  appropriate  parties  to  be  aware  of 
the  concerns  we  have  for  the  new  bridge.   They  are:   (1)  As  soon  as  it  is  avail- 
able, we  need  the  location  of  the  north  bridge  supports  in  order  to  move  any  of 
our  process  pipes  during  scheduled  shutdowns,  (2)  The  design  must  allow  con- 
tinued access  to  our  water  treating  facilities  as  we  presently  have,  (3)  If  the 
present  bridge  is  demolished,  care  must  be  taken  not  to  damage  the  refinery 
river  pump  building  and  the  suction  pipe  which  extends  along  the  west  side  of 
the  existing  bridge  to  the  south  side  or  deepest  part  of  the  river,  (4)  In  the 
interests  of  costs  to  the  taxpayer  and  to  Montana  Refining  Company,  we  would 
propose  the  existing  piers  be  left,  as  they  were  for  the  old  Fifteenth  (15th) 
Street  Bridge.   Should  the  decision  be  made  to  remove  them,  our  river  water 
suction  pipe  must  be  anchored  to  prevent  the  pipe  from  going  downstream,  (5)  For 
the  new  bridge,  please  allow  for  the  addition  of  a  six  inch  diameter,  schedule 
40  pipe  at  a  later  time.   This  pipe  may  be  needed  to  transfer  jet  fuel  to 
Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base  depending  upon  the  continued  expansion  of  their  fuel 
requirements.   If  the  engineers  are  aware  of  this  possibility,  it  should  be  a 
much  simpler  installation  if  and  when  the  pipe  becomes  necessary. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  express  our  concerns  and  look  forward  to  the 
successful  completion  of  the  proposed  new  bridge.   If  you  have  any  questions 
regarding  our  comments,  please  feel  free  to  call  us  at  761-4100. 

Sincerely, 

^    i,ff  0, 

< <  OCmLL*-*    t« 

J 
Gardell  Jensen,  P.E. 
Refinery  Engineer 

GJ  :  cyp 

cc  :       Le land   Griffin 


EXECUTIVE  OFFICES;  501  East  Mam  Street  I  Artesia,  NM  88210/(505)  748-3311 

MARKETING  OFFICES:  1900  Tenth  Street  /  Black  Eagle,  MT  59414  I  (406)  761-4100 

REFINERY:  1900  Tenth  Street  /  Black  Eagle,  MT  59414  I  (406)  761-4100 
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Tom  Barnard 
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\tsrr.    Location  &  Design   pub1ic  Hearing  on   S'^M  5211    (2).   10th   St.    Brdc.    G.F 


=3::<:-:.-:     Informational  Meeting  was  held  October  23,   1986.     The  formal   Location 
and  Design   (LSD)   hearing  was  Wednesday,   December  14,   1988  in  the- City  Commission 
Chambers.     Fifty-four  people  attended.     At  both  meetings  several   alternates  were  pre- 
sented to  retain  parts  of  the  existing  bridge:   to  leave  the  existing  structure 'and 
build  a. new  one  or  build  the  new  bridge  diagonally  to  connect  9th  Street' on  the  south 
shore  with  10th  Street  on  the  north,  then  raze  the  old  bridge  completely.     The  alter- 
nates to  retain  parts  of  the  old  bridge  provide  only  varying  .degrees  to  partially  ad-, 
dress  the  traffic 'problems  of  the  .corridor,  while  the  new  structure  will   provide  a  full 
4-1ane  roadway  with  5-foot  sidewalks  to  handle  the  present  12,000  cars  and  future  ex-. 
pected  traffic'of  19,000. in  the  design  year  2005.     Lines  were  clearly  drawn  with  a 
few  individuals  and  the  city  and  state  historical   societies  favoring  preserving  the 
old  bridge  while  city  and  county  commissions,   the. Chamber  of  Commerce  and  community 
grouDS  such  as  the  Black  Eagle  Civic  Club  supporting  the  new  bridge,  obliterate  the 
old,  option.     At  the  hearing,  one  variation  to  preserve  the  existing  structure  was  to 
rebuild  it  from  the  original    plans  and  putj'n  a  high  capacity  structure  farther  west 
somewhere.     A  supporter  of  the  new  bridge  proposed  that  with  this  project  must  go 
major  improvement  to  River  Drive  and  the  structure  over  the  B.N.   R.R.   to  the  east.     Be- 
tween the  two  public  meetings  the  G.F.'  Chamber  of  Commerce  conducted  a  survey  testing 
•community  support  for  preserving  the  bridge  for  other  than  vahicle  use  and  received 
yery  little  backing. 

STAFF  RECOMMENDATIONS:     The  staff  recomments  the  commission  approve  the  department 
proceed  with  the  prefered  alternate  to  build  a  new  bridge  to  connect  10th  St.  with  9th 

and  remove  the  old  structure.     The  costs  of  other  alternates  are  not  justified  by  the 

lo^a-  +y-3-g-?i,-  raniritioc   and   loss  of  the  historic  integrity  of  the  pridae.      The   im- 

proyement  to  River  Road  can  be  addressed  and  compliment  this  project  at  a  later  date. 
Nctss/Dissvssicn 


Cc.-r.mis: 


:n    a 


'-ire  i  ccxe 
301  3rd  Ave  N 
Great  Fal  1  s  ,  M" 
5=401 


<-:scari7'e~c  ot  mgnwavs 
F u b 1 i c  He ar i  ngs  Un  1 1 
2701  Frcsosct  Ave. 
Hs- ens,  MT  5=60! 

■j  anuary  *  t  ,  i  ~  z  - 

Desr  5irs: 


I  recently  atteodecL--a'  curl  ic  hearing  about  the  old  Tentn  Street  Bridge  fn  Grrrr-: — ! j 

Falls,  on  December  14,  1?SS.   I  did  testify  that  I  am  in  favor  or  trying  to  sarrg  .  j  ?  J 
bridge.  This  letter  is  a  follow-up  to  thai  testimony . 

I  realize  it  is  rot  convenient  to  try  to  save  the  bridge.  It  was  also  not 
convenient  to  save  the  stack,  or  the  old  Gpsra  House,  or  the  Valeria  Library,  or  the 
Old  YM2A. 

Too  mucn  of  cur  history  has  already  been  sacrificed.  I  would  like  -for  my  two  young 
daughters,  and  their  children  ana  grandchildren,  to  continue  to  view  the  beauty  arc 
grace  ot"  these  arches. 


Sometime  ago,  Officials  endorsed  the  idea  of  building  a  new  bridge  on  top  of  the  old 
arches.  This  might  not  oe  the  easiest  or  most  convenient  way  to  go.  Eut  there  must 
be  someone  wno  could  be  consulted  how  to  retain  the  old  bridge  ana  yet  provide  the 
city  with  adequate  bridge  service. 

Fred  Quivik  stated  that  the  bridge  is  the  longest  and  oldest  bridge  in  the  stats  ot 
its  kino,  it  has  structural  signit  nance ,  and  local  historical  value.  (  It  is 
eligible  -for  the  National  Historic  Register  and  there  would  be  an  adverse  effect  on 
the  bridge  by  reolacement.  The  orersrred  alternative  to  destroy  the  bridge  and 
mitigate  it  through  photos,  drawings,  narratives,  and  perhaps  an  article  in  a 
magazine  does  not  seem  to  be  appropriate.  I  dor  t  want  to  lock  at  pictures  at  an 
Historic  structure;  I  want  to  see  the  actual  bridge. 


According  to  Roger  Young's  statement,  16V.  ot"  a  tew  dozen  businesses  the  Chamber  o? 
Commerce  polled  felt  the  bridge  should  be  torn  down.  But  an  article  in  the  Great 
Falls  Tribune  dated  December  13,1986,  in  which  an  informal  survey  ot  the  general 
public  was  conducted  revealed  that  76«  of  the  226  respondents  supported  saving  the 
o ' id  bridge. 

To  me,  tnat  reflects  overwhelming  sentiment  in  the  community  toward  keeping  the  old 

structure . 

If  Fort  Benton  can  preserve  an  old  bridge,  surely  Great  Falls  can  too. 


Sincere! y , 


coke 


BURLINGTON  NORTHERN  RAILROAD 

SO  JUL -9  r-,;i  T-  10 

ENGINEERING  DEPARTMENt  ' 


PA.  Barclay 
Division  Engineer 
48  Second  Avenue 
Havre,  MT  59501 
406-265-0223 
July  6,  1990 


Mr.  GeneStettler 

District  Engineer 

Montana  Highway  Department 

104  18th  Ave.N.E. 

Box  1359 

Great  Falls,  MT  59403 

Re:      9th  Street  Bridge  Project,  Great  Falls 

Dear  Mr.  Stettler: 

Thic  lottpr  i«  in  reference  to  the  9th  Street  Bridge  Project  in  Great  Falls.  As  you  know 

Jlr  Irr^conn  at  Ninth  Street   The  three  party  agreement,  with  the  City  ot  Great 
■Fa  Is  Stat    of  Mo^ana  and  BurHngton  rforthVn  contributing  various  amounts  to 
accomplish  this  relocation.  Due  to  right-of-way  acqu.s.t.on  problems  the  plan  as  it 

now  stands  will  not  work. 

This  is  to  inform  you  and  the  City  that  we  will  ^  ^^^^^tci^1*^  * 

9th  Street  and  that  your  portion  of  the  funding  ($600,000.00)  and  the  uty  s 
($500  000.00)  should  be  put  on  hold. 

tracks  for  an  at  grade  crossing. 

have  one  train  a  week. 

I  believe  it  would  be  beneficial  for  all  concerned  parties  to  me ^^'^^rd  7 
options   I  will  be  available  just  about  any  time,  except  fo^|^^^JR/n 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  feel  free  to  call. 


Sincerely, 


/? 


P.  A.  Barclay 
Division  Engineer 


y/&pu 


cc:        Mr.  S.E.Pearson 
Mr.  M.  R.  Rattray 
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GREAT  FALLS  CITY- COUNTY  PLANNING  EOARD 

SERVING  THE  COUNTY  CF  CASCADE  AND  CITY  OF  GREAT  FALLS .  MONTANA 


September  26.  1990 


Mr.  Siephen  C  Kologi,  P.E. 
Program  Development  Engineer 
Program  Development  Division 
Montana  Department  of  Highways 
Helena.  Montana   59620 

Dear  Mr.  Kologi: 
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Attached  are  three  originals  of  the  redrafted  Memorandum  of  Understanding  for  the 
Burlington  Northern  Railroad  Trackage  Relocation  project,  as  executed  by  BN  and  the  City. 
The  agreement  reflects  the  new/revised  railroad  relocation  proposal  and  cost  estimate.  The 
originals  are  provided  for  signature  by  the  Director  of  Highways. 

Additionally,  please  note  revisions  to  Exhibits  1  and  2  of  the  MOU.  These  were  requested 
by  the  Department  of  Highways  to  reflect  additional  BN  work  activities,  as  previously 
discussed  by  and  between  the  Department  of  Highways  and  BN  representatives. 

At  your  earliest  convenience,  please  return  the  three  originals  to  the  Planning  Office  for 
filing  and  recording  at  the  Cascade  County  Clerk  and  Recorder's  Office.  Once  this  is 
completed,  we  will  provide  one  original  for  your  records. 


If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  Ben  Rangel  or  me. 


Sincerely, 

Kjohn  Mooney        a 
Director 


Attach:   (3)  MOU 
JM/BMR/j 

cc  w/o  attach:   Gene  Stettler,  MDOH-Dist.  Eng. 


CIVIC  CENTER. P.O.  BOX  5021, GREAT  FALLS. MT59403-5021.  (406)727-5881 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HIGHWAYS 


\      STAN  STEPHENS.  GOVERNOR 


2701  PROSPECT  AVE. 


STATE  OF  MONTANA 


HELENA.   MONTANA   59520 


January  21,  1991 


K.  L.  Cool,  Director 
Montana  Department  of 
Fi3h,  Wildlife  &  Parks 
1420  East  6th  Avenue 
Helena,  MT   59620 


Subject:     BRM  5211(2) 

Ninth  -  Tenth  Street  North 
(Connector)  Bridge,  Great  Fall3 
(P.M.S.  C#1372) 


To  assist  in  the  preparation  of  the  environmental  document,  we  are 
requesting  input  from  your  agency  on  fisheries,  wildlife,  and  outdoor 
recreational  resources  relative  to  this  proposed  highway  project. 

Attached  is  a  Pre-Program  Planning  Report  describing  the  project  and  two 
copies  of  the  Project  Location  Maps  showing  the  proposed  project 
location.   Please  provide  the  following  information: 

1)  Description  of  fisheries  and  wildlife  habitat  in  the  project 
vicinity; 

2)  Occurrence  of  wildlife  and  fish  species  in  the  project 
vicinity; 

3)  Potential  impacts  on  fish,  wildlife,  and  outdoor  recreation 
from  the  project;  and 

4)  Recommendations  for  design  to  reduce  or  mitigate 
construction  impacts. 

Your  earliest  possible  response  will  be  appreciated. 


Edrie  L.  Vinson,  Supervisor 
Environmental  Section 


ELV:ASJ: :D:ENV:45.bh 

Attachments 

cc:    E.  W.  Stettler 
D.  S.  Johnson 
C.  S.  Peil 
J.  C.  Hill 


R.E*  Williams 
-BTl.  Vinson 
File 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HIGHWAYS 


STAN  STEPHENS.   SCVE^NCP 


2701   3t=CS?ECT  AvE 


STATE  OF  MONTANA 


HELENA,   MONTANA  5952C 


January  21,  1991 


Kemper  McMaster,  Field  Supervisor 
U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service 
Federal  Building  301  South  Park 
P.O.  Box  10023 
Helena,  MT   59620 


Subject:   BRM  5211(2) 

Ninth  -  Tenth  Streets'  North 
(Connector)  Bridge,  Great  Falls 
(P.M.S.  C#1372) 


In  accordance  with  Section  7(a)  of  the  Endangered  Species 
Act,  the  Montana  Department  of  Highways  is  requesting  a  list 
of  threatened  or  endangered  species  in  the  vicinity  of  this 
proposed  project.   This  information  will  be  used  in  the 
preparation  of  the  project  environmental  document.   Any 
other  pertinent  comments  you  may  have  at  this  time  would 
also  be  appreciated. 

Enclosed  is  a  copy  of  the  Pre-program  Planning  Report 
describing  the  proposed  project  and  two  copies  of  the 
Project  Location  Maps  showing  the  project  location. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  this  office  at 
(406)444-7632 
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Edrie  L.  Vinson,  Supervisor 
Environmental  Section 

ELV:ASJ:D:ENV:46.bh 
Enclosures 


cc:   E.  W.  Stettler,  District  Engineer 

D .  S .  Johnson 

C.  S.  Peil 

R.  E.  Williams 

J.  C.  Hill 

v_J£-<-"TJ.  Vinson 
File 


I.N  REPLY  REFER  TO 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  ENHANCEMENT 

FEDERAL  BUILDING,  US  COURTHOUSE 

301  S  PARK 

P  0  BOX  10023 

HELENA  HT  59626 


TAXI 
PWCM 

ajuojo 


M.17  FHWA  (Informal  FY91) 


December  12,  1991 


°EC  1  6  RECO/0 
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Ms.  Edrie  L.  Vinson 
Montana  Department  of  Highways 
2701  Prospect  Avenue 
Helena,  Montana  59620 

Dear  Ms.  Vinson: 

We  have  reviewed  the  biological  evaluations  attached  to  your  December  2,  1991 
letter  concerning  three  Montana  road  improvement  projects,  including  No.  F  10- 
1(10)4,  Black  Eagle  -  North  and  South;  No.  F  10-1(9)3,  15th  Street  and  River 
Drive  -  Great  Falls;  and  BRM  5211  (2),  9th-10th  Street  Bridge.  We  concur  in  your 
conclusion  that  these  projects  will  not  affect  the  peregrine  falcon,  least  tern, 
piping  plover  and  black-footed  ferret  and  are  not  likely  to  adversely  affect  the 
bald  eagle. 

Sincerely, 


Sit— 

Dale  R.  Harms 
State  Supervisor 
Montana  State  Office 
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cc:   Suboffice  Coordinator,  USFWS,  Fish  &  Wildlife  Enhancement  (Billings,  MT) 


'Take  Pride  in  America1 
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WAIVER  OF  INVENTORY  AND  EVALUATION 

FOR  SOME  LINEAR  SITES 

ON i SELECTED  MONTANA  DEPARTMENT  OF  HIGHWAYS'  PROJECTS 


ThP>  Mnlitana  Department  of  Highways,  the  Federal  Highway 
Administration,  and  the  Montana  State  Historic  Preservation 
Office  agree  that  linear  sites,  including  irrigation 
ditches,  historic  roads,  railroad  grades,  power  lines  and 
underground  utility  systems,  may  be  excluded  from  inventory 
and  evaluation  on  a  categorical  basis  when  the  following 
circumstances  exist: 

1)  A  road  is  widened  over  a  linear  site  when  the  two 
intersect  at  one  or  more  places  and  when  impact  to  the 
linear  site  is  limited  to  a  distance  of  500  feet  or  5% 
of  the  total  length  of  the  property,  whichever  is 
shorter,  and 

2)  An  irrigation  ditch  is  relocated  within  75  feet  of  its 
present  channel  for  a  distance  no  greater  than  500 
linear  feet. 

Irrigation  ditches  not  identified  by  name  in  the  appropriate 
Montana  Water  Resources  Survey  publication  will. not  be 
considered  under  any  circumstances. 

The  MDOH  Archaeologist  or  Historian  will  review  all  projects 
where  linear  sites  may  be  impacted  to  determine  if  this 
waiver  applied.   She/he  may  recommend  survey  and  resource 
evaluation  of  those  sites  if  they  contain  significant 
features,  if  the  sites  are  already  known  to  be  significant, 
or  if  the  impact  is  uncertain  at  the  time  of  the  cultural 
resources  survey. 

This  waiver  will  apply  for  two  years,  after  which  time  it 
will  be  reviewed  by  FHWA,  MDOH,  and  SHPO  to  determine  if  it 
serves  the  needs  of  MDOH  and  yet  does  not  permit  significant 
impact  to  potentially  National  Register  eligible  sites.   The 
MDOH  Archaeologist^and  Historian  will  maintain  a  list  of 
properties  impacted"1  by  the  MDOH  and  covered  by  this  waiver. 
The  waiver  may  be  renewed  every  two  years  if  approved  by  the 
three  agencies. 
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VII. 
FINAL  Section  4(f)  Evaluation 


This  proposed  project  will  impact  a  site  (the  present  10^  St.  N.  Bridge)  determined 
eligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (NRHP).    It  will  also 
use  part  of  an  undeveloped  portion  of  a  designated  city  park  (Riverside  Park),  with 
impaired  use  as  a  park  to  a  remainder  of  that  portion. 

Therefore  a  DRAFT  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  on  these  impacts  was  prepared  under  the 
provisions  of  23  CFR  771.135(a).   This  document  was  approved  for  distribution  by 
the  FHWA  as  part  of  the  Environmental  Assessment  {EA)  on  this  proposed  action  on 
September  12,  1988.   The  following  is  the  FINAL  version  of  that  document  as  requi- 
red under  23  CFR  771.135  (j)  through  (1),  inclusive. 

The  proposed  action  has  been  described  under  Part  II  of  the  revised  EA  document, 
preceding  (beginning  on  page  1).   The  Purpose  and  Need  for  this  action  is  also  de- 
scribed under  Part  III  of  the  same  document  (starting  on  page  9).   This  proposed  ac- 
tion's impacts  are  summarized  under  Part  I  (pages  v  -  vi  at  the  beginning  of  the  revi- 
sed EA),  and  described  in  detail  under  Part  V  (beginning  on  page  19  of  same). 

A.       Description  of  Section  4(f)  Resources 

1.  Cultural/Historical: 

A  comprehensive  survey  and  evaluation  of  historic  bridges  in  Montana  was  con- 
ducted in  1979  -  81  by  the  Historic  American  Engineering  Record  (HAER)  for 
MDOH.   The  lO1^  St.  N.  Bridge  was  determined  to  be  eligible  for  nomination 
to  the  NRHP  following  this  survey. 

The  lO3^  St.  N.  Bridge  crossing  the  Missouri  River  in  Great  Falls  consists  of 
eight  concrete  open-spandrel  arch  spans  each  141  feet,  3  inches  long  —  with  a 
total  width  of  38  feet  throughout.   Each  span  rests  on  concrete  piers,  and  has 
two  concrete  arch  ribs  with  thirteen  concrete  spandrel  arches.   The  roadway  is 
29  feet,  6  inches  wide  and  consists  of  reinforced  concrete  slab  and  beams.   The 
7  foot,  6  inch-wide  sidewalk  uses  reinforced  concrete  corbel  supports. 

Originally  built  to  carry  both  highway  and  street  railway  traffic,  the  steel  trolley 
poles  and  wire  have  been  removed.   The  original  "cast-iron"  lamp  posts  have  al- 
so been  removed.   Ralph  Adams  of  Spokane,  Washington,  and  George  H.  Shan- 
ley  of  Great  Falls  designed  the  bridge.   The  Porter  Brothers  of  Spokane,  Wash, 
built  it  in  1920.   Because  the  bridge  was  built  to  accommodate  trolley  as  well  as 
highway  traffic,  one  quarter  of  the  $223,000  construction  contract  was  paid  by 
the  Montana  Power  Company  —  owner  of  the  Great  Falls  Street  Railway  Co. 
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The  1,130-foot  lO1^  St.  N.  Bridge  is  the  longest  multi-arch,  open-spandrel  con- 
crete arch  bridge  in  Montana.    It  is  also  the  oldest  open-spandrel  concrete  arch 
bridge  in  the  state,  being  completed  shortly  before  the  Carter  Bridge  in  Park 
County.   This  lO211  St.  N.  Bridge  is  located  in  the  West  V2  of  the  NorthEast  Va  of 
Section  1;  Township  -  20  -  North,  Range  -  3  -  East  —  Montana  Principal  Meridian. 

2.    Parkland: 

a)  The  location  of  Riverside  Park  is  shown  on  Figure  #2  in  the  preceding  revi- 
sed EA  (Page  viii).   Figure  #15,  following,  is  a  plat  of  the  entire  park  sho- 
wing the  proposed  project's  impact  area.   A  detailed  layout  of  the  actual  im- 
pact site  is  shown  on  Figure  #16.   The  impact  area  is  the  same  for  Alter- 
nates "F"  and  "G"  as  described  in  the  preceding  revised  EA  —  and  under  sec- 
tion C  —  Avoidance  Alternatives,  following  (on  page  103). 

b)  Riverside  Park  encompasses  approximately  40.27  acres  along  the  Missouri 
River  northwesterly  of  the  downtown  area  of  Great  Falls.   The  southeasterly 
perimeter  is  the  former  CMS1  P&P  RR  Right-of-Way,  and  the  affected  area 
is  the  extreme  northeasterly  tip  of  this  property.   The  park  is  within  Lot  8  of 
Section  2,  and  Lot  1  of  Section  11;   Township  -  20  -  North,  Range  -  3  -  East  — 
Montana  Principal  Meridian. 

c)  The  park  is  owned  by  the  City  of  Great  Falls  and  administered  by  its  Parks 
Department.   The  City  purchased  the  property  from  the  Benevolent  &  Pro- 
tective Order  of  Elks  (B.P.o.E.),  Lodge  #214  in  August,  1966.   The  City  has 
determined  that  this  park  is  significant  for  Section  4(f)  purposes  in  the  letter 
of  March  5,  1992. 

d)  Functions  at  Riverside  Park  include  Softball,  picnics,  sunbathing,  tennis,  and 
horseshoe  pitching.   The  Campfire  Girls  and  Girl  Scouts  of  America  utilize 
the  central  portion  of  the  park  which  holds  a  shelter  and  restrooms  building. 
Other  seasonal  activities  include  "touch"  football,  and  cross-country  skiing. 

e)  Riverside  Park  has  a  great  deal  of  development  within  its  central  and  sou- 
therly portions.   Developments  include  landscaping  (lawns,  trees  and  shrubs), 
picnic  tables,  tennis  courts,  horseshoe  pits,  and  Softball  diamonds.   However, 
the  portion  northeasterly  from  the  6—  Ave.  N.  (FAU  5209)  extension  has 
remained  undeveloped  since  the  City  acquired  the  property.   This  portion  is 
included  in  the  area  of  the  proposed  project's  impact. 

f)  This  park  is  open  and  unfenced  throughout  its  perimeter.   Access  to  the 
park  is  along  River  Drive  (FAU  5205)  which  traverses  the  property  for  most 
of  its  length.   Additional  access  is  provided  on  the  extension  of  6^  Ave.  N. 
(FAU  5209).   There  are  parking  areas  along  River  Drive  in  the  central  and 
southerly  portions  of  the  park. 
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Pedestrian  and  bicycle  access  also  is  available  from  the  central  portion  to 
Gibson  Park  through  a  small  underpass  on  the  BN  RR  opposite  4—  Ave.  N. 
There  are  no  designated  access  or  parking  areas  along  the  undeveloped  por- 
tion northeasterly  of  the  6^  Ave.  N.  extension. 

g)   The  central  and  southerly  portions  of  Riverside  Park  are  across  (northwes- 
terly of)  the  present  BN  RR  Right-of-Way  from  Gibson  Park.    West  Bank 
Park  and  Squaw  Island  are  on  the  opposite  bank  of  the  Missouri  River  from 
Riverside  Park.   The  former  CMS1  P&P  RR  Right-of-Way  adjoining  the  park 
has  also  been  acquired  by  the  City  for  a  future  addition  as  a  recreational 
corridor.   This  corridor  is  to  run  from  Riverside  Park  on  the  former  BN  RR 
grade  from  1021  St.  N.  to  the  Giant  Springs  Park. 

h)  The  second  paragraph  of  the  Bargain  and  Sale  Deed  conveying  the  property 

from  the  B.P.O.E.  tO  the  City  States  (in  part)  that:     ".  .  .  the  whole  and  every  part  thereof 
shall  be  occupied,  used,  or  held  for  park  and  recreational  purposes  ...  as  may  be  determined  by  the  .  .  .  City  of 
Great  Falls  .  .  .  but  upon  ceasing  to  be  so  held,  used  .  .  .as  to  the  whole  or  any  part,  this  conveyance  shall  to  the  ex- 
tent of  the  breach  become  void  and  no  longer  in  force  .  .  ."      The  City  Obtained  an  Agreement  & 

Partial  Release  of  Restrictive  Covenants  with  the  B.P.o.E.  for  the  use  of  the 
undeveloped  portion  of  the  park.   This  Agreement  was  signed  by  all  parties 
concerned  on  June  18,  1991. 

i)    There  are  no  unusual  characteristics  regarding  the  terrain  of  the  park.   A 
sewer  lift  station  is  located  immediately  easterly  of  the  6^  St.  N.  extension 
(FAU  5209)  intersection  with  River  Drive  (FAU  5205).   This  structure  is 
over  1500  ±  ft.  southwesterly  of  the  proposed  9—  -  lO331  STREETS  NORTH 
(Connector)  BRIDGE  project's  intersection  with  FAU  5205. 

The  one  unusual  feature  adjacent  to  this  portion  of  Riverside  Park  is  the 
high  fill  of  the  former  CMS1  P&P  RR's  grade.   The  City  intends  to  remove 
part  of  this  fill  between  the  FAU  5209  underpass  and  their  extension  of  9— 
St.  N.  to  an  intersection  with  River  Drive  (FAU  5205).   This  will  occur  ei- 
ther prior  to,  or  in  conjunction  with  the  development  of  their  proposed  rec- 
reational corridor. 

B.       Impacts  on  Section  4(f)  Resources 

1.    Cultural/Historical: 

The  proposed  9^  -  IQp1  STREETS  NORTH  (Connector)  BRIDGE  will  replace 
the  existing  1022*  St.  N.  Bridge,  which  will  be  demolished  once  the  new  bridge  is 
completed.   This  demolition  includes  removal  of  all  the  existing  structure  and 
approaches.   Realignment  of  the  intersections  of  River  Road  (FAU  5204)  on 
the  north,  and  River  Drive  (FAU  5205)  on  the  south  will  also  occur.   See  Fi- 
gures #8  through  #12  (pages  4  -  8  of  the  revised  EA)  for  the  proposed  bridge 
and  approaches/intersections  layout. 
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2.    Parkland: 

This  proposed  project's  total  parkland  impact  is  to  the  eastern-most  1.218  acres 
(3.025%)  of  Riverside  Park.   This  impact  is  both  in  use  for  new  Right-of-Way, 
and  the  isolating  0.454  acres  southeast  of  the  proposed  9—  St.  N. /River  Drive 
(FAU  5205)  intersection.   This  isolated  portion  will  be  impaired  from  future  de- 
velopments in  the  park  by  not  being  contiguous  with  the  existing  parkland. 
Refer  to  Figure  #16  for  the  area  affected  by  this  proposed  intersection. 

C.       Avoidance  Alternatives 

Seven  alternatives  were  considered  in  order  to  determine  the  best  solution  to  serve 
the  travelling  public.   The  purpose  is  to  maintain  a  crossing  of  the  Missouri  River  at 
or  near  the  present  location.    Refer  to  Part  IV  —  Alternatives  (beginning  on  page  13 
of  the  revised  EA)  for  a  full  description  of  each  of  these. 

Alternate  "A"  -  "Do  Nothing" 

This  alternative  left  the  existing  bridge  in-place  —  and  required  no  additional 
Right-of-Way  in  dedicated  parkland.   This  Alternate  was  neither  feasible  nor 
prudent  as  it  left  a  critically  deficient  structure  in-place  which  will  continue  to 
deteriorate.   Eventually  the  crossing  would  be  lost  when  the  bridge  was  closed 
due  to  the  risk  of  sudden  catastrophic  failure  of  the  deck  and/or  structure. 

Alternate  "B"  -  Rehabilitation  of  the  Existing  Bridge 

This  Alternate  utilized  the  existing  structural  arch  members  in-place  with  a  re- 
constructed bridge  deck.   There  would  be  very  minimal  work  planned  for  the  in- 
tersection of  River  Drive  with  lO1^  St.  N.   Any  additional  Right-of-Way  requi- 
red included  a  very  small  fraction  of  the  eastern-most  part  of  the  park  being 
impacted  by  the  Preferred  Alternate  "G".   This  Alternate  "B"  is  neither  feasible 
nor  prudent  as  the  existing  arches  cannot  support  the  weight  of  a  new  bridge 
deck  and  traffic  loads.   This  Alternate  also  did  not  correct  the  poor  intersection 
alignment  at  the  south  approach. 

Alternates  "C"  through  "E"  -  Reconstruct  Bridge  on  the  Existing  Alignment 

Construction  of  a  new  bridge  on  the  existing  10s*  St.  N.  Bridge  alignment  left 
the  arches  of  the  present  bridge  in  place  for  a  visual  effect.   These  Alternates 
all  had  an  adverse  impact  on  the  NRHP-eligibility  of  the  existing  bridge.   All  of 
them  also  had  approximately  the  same  impact  on  the  dedicated  parkland  as  de- 
scribed under  Alternate  "B",  preceding.   None  of  these  Alternates  were  deemed 
feasible  or  prudent  due  to  their  higher  costs  than  the  Preferred  Alternate. 

None  of  these  rehabilitation  Alternates  corrected  the  south  approach's  poor  in- 
tersection alignment  condition.   There  were  also  traffic  congestion  problems 
caused  by  the  closure  of  the  present  bridge  during  the  construction  period. 
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Alternate  "F"  -  Construct  a  new  Bridge  between  an  extension  of  9—  St.  N.  to  River 
Drive  on  the  South,  and  lO2^  St.  N.  on  the  North  —  Preserving  the 
Existing  Bridge  in-place  as  a  Park/ Walkway. 

This  alternative  was  essentially  the  same  as  the  Preferred  Alternate  "G"  with  the 
exception  that  the  old  bridge  would  remain  and  be  renovated  for  use  as  a  pede- 
strian bridge/park.   The  revised  south  approach  had  the  same  encroachment  on 
the  dedicated  parkland  as  "G".    However,  it  offered  the  possibility  of  adding 
parkland  by  utilizing  the  existing  bridge. 

This  Alternate  was  deemed  not  feasible  since  additional  funds  required  to  reno- 
vate the  old  bridge  were  not  available.  This  was  due  in  a  large  part  to  a  lack  of 
public  interest,  and  it  was  resolved  by  the  Board  of  Cascade  County  Commissio- 
ners and  the  Great  Falls  City  Council  to  support  the  Preferred  Alternate. 

Alternate  "G"  -  Construct  a  New  Bridge  between  an  Extension  of  9—  St.  N.  to  River 
Drive  on  the  South  and  102*  St.  N.  on  the  North  —  Demolishing  the 
Existing  10-^  St.  N.  Bridge. 

This  was  deemed  to  be  the  only  feasible  and  prudent  Alternate  of  the  seven 
considered.   This  Alternate  has  been  supported  by  the  local  government  (see 
previous  discussion  on  Alternate  "F"),  businesses  in  the  vicinity,  and  the  Monta- 
na State  Highway  Commission.    Based  on  the  mitigation  described  as  follows, 
and  the  coordination  efforts  to  minimize  harm  to  the  two  Section  4(f)  resources, 
this  Alternate  has  been  selected  for  the  proposed  action. 

A  detailed  discussion  of  the  impacts  and  avoidance  alternatives  to  these  two  Section 
4(f)  sites  was  also  in  the  initial  EA.   Copies  of  this  document  were  distributed  to  the 
agencies  and  businesses  listed  on  pages  iii  and  iv  at  the  beginning  of  the  revised  EA 
—  and  are  still  available  from  MDT  and  the  FHWA  (addresses  at  bottom  of  the  En- 
vironmental Assessment / FINAL  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  cover  sheet  on  this  document). 

D.       Measures  to  Minimize  Harm 

1.  Cultural/Historical: 

To  mitigate  the  adverse  effect  to  the  NRHP-eligible  10321  St.  N.  Bridge,  MDT 
will  record  the  bridge  to  Historic  American  Engineering  Record  (HAER)  stan- 
dards prior  to  demolition.   This  recordation  will  include  large-format  black  and 
white  photographs  of  the  bridge,  photocopies  of  original  drawings  of  the  bridge, 
and  an  accompanying  historical  narrative. 

HAER  photographed  the  lO2^  St.  N.  Bridge  using  a  large-format  camera  in 
1981  as  part  of  the  comprehensive  survey  of  historic  bridges  in  Montana.   These 
photographs  will  be  examined  in  consultation  with  the  Denver  Regional  Office 
of  the  National  Park  Service.   If  the  1981  photographs  are  adequate  for  HAER 
documentation,  they  will  become  part  of  the  mitigation  effort.   If  they  are  inad- 
equate, MDT  will  have  the  bridge  photographed  to  current  HAER  standards  as 
part  of  a  mitigation  effort. 
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The  open-spandrel  concrete  arch  bridge  was  widely  used  in  other  parts  of  the 
United  States  (in  Oregon  and  Minnesota,  for  example),  but  seldom  used  in 
Montana.    With  the  demolition  of  the  lO1^  St.  N.  Bridge,  only  one  other  open- 
spandrel  concrete  arch  bridge  will  survive  in  this  state.   The  MDT  will  attempt 
to  make  information  about  this  bridge  and  its  place  in  Montana's  history  more 
accessible  to  the  general  public.   This  will  be  done  by  preparing  an  article  for  a 
suitable  journal  like  Montana:  The  Magazine  of  Western  History  (such  as  its  re- 
gular feature  on  Montana  landscapes)  or  Montana  Outdoors. 

This  article,  written  for  a  general  audience,  will  describe  the  history  and  impor- 
tance of  bridges  in  Great  Falls  (which  straddles  the  Missouri  River),  the  advent 
of  reinforced  concrete  technologies  in  Montana,  and  a  brief  explanation  of  why 
the  technology  was  not  widely  used  in  this  state.  The  article  will  include  photo- 
graphs of  the  lO2^  St.  N.  Bridge  as  well  other  historic  bridges  in  Great  Falls  — 
and  other  (historic  and  contemporary)  concrete  bridges  in  Montana. 

2.  Parkland: 

At  this  time  there  are  no  plans  to  develop  this  portion  of  Riverside  Park.   The 
City  of  Great  Falls  has  proposed  mitigation  for  the  parkland  usage  and  impair- 
ment impacts  as  described.   This  proposal  is  in  the  form  of  including  construc- 
tion of  the  recreational  bikepath  in  the  vicinity  of  this  proposed  9—  -  10s* 
STREETS  NORTH  (Connector)  BRIDGE  project.   This  will  allow  the  bikepath 
to  be  built  under  the  south  end  of  the  proposed  structure. 

Additional  mitigation  will  also  include  landscape  restoration  as  described  under 
Part  V  -  N  in  the  revised  EA  (see  page  27)  on  this  proposed  project.   These  in- 
clude maintaining  the  river  bank  characteristics  to  the  greatest  extent  possible. 
The  old  bridge,  along  with  its  abutments  and  piers,  will  be  totally  removed  and 
the  disturbed  area  restored.    When  completed,  this  project  will  not  interfere 
with  any  plans  for  future  development  of  the  remainder  of  the  parkland. 

E.       Coordination 

The  initial  Environmental  Assessment /DRAFT  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  for  this  propo- 
sed action  was  approved  for  circulation  by  the  FHWA  on  September  12,  1988.   Follo- 
wing circulation  of  that  document,  a  notice  for  a  Location  &  Design  Public  Hearing 
was  distributed.   This  Public  Hearing  was  held  December  14,  1988  in  Great  Falls 
where  comments  were  received.   Copies  of  comments  received  and  a  transcript  of 
this  Public  Hearing  are  under  Part  VI  —  Comments  and  Coordination  (following 
page  29  in  the  revised  EA).   These  include  letters  from  the  City  and  County  govern- 
ment agencies  and  officials,  local  businesses  and  area  residents,  the  Cascade  County 
Historical  Society,  SHPO,  the  ACHP,  and  the  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior. 
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Figure   #15 
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P.M.S.    C#1372 


The  required  clearance  under  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act 
was  not  obtained.   The  FHWA,  SHPO,  and  the  ACHP  —  after  a  period  of  consulta- 
tion —  were  not  able  to  reach  an  agreement  to  avoid  or  reduce  the  adverse  effects 
this  proposed  project  has  on  the  historic  bridge.   Therefore  the  FHWA  ended  consul- 
tation on  January  13,  1989  as  provided  under  36  CFR  800  —  "Protection  of  Historic 
and  Cultural  Properties".   A  copy  of  the  letter  notifying  the  ACHP  of  this  action  is 
included  under  Part  G  —  Attachments,  following. 

Briefly,  ending  the  consultation  process  may  be  initiated  by  the  FHWA,  SHPO,  or  the 
ACHP  when,  at  the  agency's  discretion,  it  states  that  further  consultation  will  not  be 
productive  and  therefore,  terminates  the  consultation  process.   The  FHWA  received 
the  ACHP's  comments  on  this  action  and  notified  all  the  other  consulting  parties  of 
its  requests.   As  no  responsible  party  for  the  existing  10^-  St.  N.  Bridge  could  be 
located,  the  only  feasible  and  prudent  alternative  includes  its  demolition/removal. 

SHPO  and  the  MDT  did  agree  that  the  abandoned  CMS-  P&P  RR  grade  was  not  a 
significant  Section  4(f)  site.  The  letters  documenting  this  agreement  are  also  under 
Part  G  —  Attachments,  following. 

Coordination  has  resulted  in  the  proposed  mitigation  for  the  parkland  usage/impair- 
ment from  the  City  of  Great  Falls  as  described  under  Part  D-2,  previous.   A  copy  of 
the  City's  letter  concerning  this  mitigation  is  under  Part  G  —  Attachments,  following. 

F.       Conclusion 

This  FINAL  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  documents  that  there  are  unique  problems  or  un- 
usual factors  involved  in  the  use  of  alternatives  that  avoid  these  properties.   The  cost, 
economic,  and  environmental  impacts,  or  community  disruption  resulting  from  such 
alternatives  reach  extraordinary  magnitudes  as  has  been  shown  herein  and  within  the 
preceding  revised  Environmental  Assessment  document. 

Based  upon  the  above  considerations,  there  are  no  feasible  and  prudent  alternatives 
to  the  use  of  land  from  Riverside  Park  and  the  demolition  of  the  NRHP-eligible  lO2^ 
St.  N.  Bridge.   This  proposed  action  includes  all  possible  planning  to  minimize  harm 
to  Riverside  Park  resulting  from  such  use.   This  proposed  action  has  further  included 
all  possible  planning  to  avoid  destruction  of  the  NRHP-eligible  10s1  St.  N.  Bridge. 
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G.  Attachments 


1.  Cultural/Historical: 

Letter  from  the  Great  Falls  City  -  County  Planning  Board,  November  17,  1986. 

Letters  from  the  Great  Falls  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce  with  survey  and 
additional  comments,  April  9,  1987. 

Letter  from  the  Mayor  of  Great  Falls,  June  9,  1987. 

Letter  from  the  Cascade  County  Commissioners,  September  29,  1987. 

Letter  from  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  (ACHP) ,  September 
15,  1987. 

Letter  to  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO)  on  Memorandum  of 
Agreement,  January  25,  1988. 

Letter  from  the  SHPO,  February  8,  1988. 

Letter  from  the  ACHP,  April  7,  1988. 

Letter  from  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA)  to  the  ACHP,  May  24, 

1988. 

Letter  from  the  ACHP,  June  28,  1988. 

Letter  from  the  SHPO,  September  27,  1988. 

Letter  from  the  FHWA  to  the  ACHP,  September  30,  1988. 

Letter  from  the  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  November  23,  1988. 

Letter  from  the  ACHP,  December  2,  1988. 

Letter  from  the  FHWA  to  the  ACHP,  December  12,  1988. 

Letter  from  the  Cascade  County  Historical  Society,  December  22,  1988. 

Letter  from  the  Cascade  County  Commissioners,  December  23,  1988. 

Letter  from  the  Mayor  of  Great  Falls,  January  4,  1989. 

Letter  from  the  FHWA  to  the  ACHP  ending  consultation,  January  13,  1989. 

Letter  to  the  SHPO  on  abandoned  RR  grade,  January  8,  1992. 

Letters  from  the  SHPO  on  abandoned  RR  grade,  January  22,  1992. 

Newspaper  articles  concerning  the  10—  Street  North  Bridge. 


2.  Parkland: 

Bargain  &  Sale  Deed  for  Riverside  Park,  August  15,  1966. 

Letter  from  Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  &  Parks,  February  1,  1988, 

Letter  from  Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  &  Parks,  March  28,  1988. 

Letter  from  City  of  Great  Falls,  January  14,  1991. 

Agreement  and  Partial  Release  of  Restrictive  Covenants  between  the  B.P.o.E. 
and  the  City  of  Great  Falls,  June  18,  1991. 

Letter  from  City  of  Great  Falls,  March  5,  1992. 
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November    17,    19  36 


Mr.    Totn   Barnard,    P.E. 

District  Engineer 

Montana  Department  of   Highways 

P.O.    Box    1359 

Great    Falls,    Montana      59403 

Dear  Mr.    Barnard: 
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ACT 


In  response    to    previous   discussions   we   have   had    regarding   accident  data  for    the 
10th  Street  North  Bridge  Project,    we   herewith  provide    the  attached   matrix   of 
accident  data    for   selected    locations,    dated   November  5,    1986.      Accident  data 
is    provided   for   one   roadway    segment  and   one    intersection.      The   segment  is    the 
"S"    curve   between    the   north  end   of    the  BN    9th  Street  Railroad   Overpass  aad    the 
10th  Street/River  Drive    intersection.      The   intersection   is    the    10th  Street 
and  River  Drive    intersection. 

In   general,     the   data   doesn't   identify  a   high   number  of   accidents    at   these 
locations    for    the  years    shown,    however,     the  accident  rate  and    severity   index 
for   each   location  are   relatively   high   when  compared    to   other   high   accident 
intersections    in    the  Great   Falls    area.      Based   on   this   comparison,     the  accident 
rate  and    severity    index    for  each   of    the  years    shown   on   the  matrix    for    the  9th 
Street  Railroad   Overpass    roadway    segment  fall   within   the    top    twenty   of    all 
accident   intersections    for    the  Great   Fal  Ls    area   for    the   same   years.       Similarly, 
the   rate   and    index    for    the  River  Drive   and    10th  Street  North   intersection  fall 
within    the    top    thirty    of    all   accident   intersections.       AvailabLe   records 
indicate    that  well    over    one   hundred    intersections    in    the  Great    Falls    area 
experience    two    or   more   accidents    per  year  and    significantly   more    intersections 
experience  at   Least  one  accident  per   year.      Consequently,     the   rate  and    severity 
of   accidents    at   these    two    locations    rank   relatively   high   when   compared    to   other 
accident   locations    in    the  Great   Fal  Ls    area. 

The   following    information   is   also    provided    to    illustrate    the   relevance  of  using 
accident   rate   and    severity    index    as   indicators    of    an  accident  problem   area, 
rather    than   simply    using    the   number  of    accidents. 
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Mr.    Tom  Barnard 

Montana  Department  of    Highways 
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No.    cf  Accident  Severity 

Intersection  Year  Accid.  ADTE  Rate  Index 

9th  St.    R.R.    Overpass  L985  4>  7,320  L.50  4.40 

Segment   (N.    end    to 
River  Drive) 

10  Ave.    S.    &   L3    St. 

L0   Ave.    S.    4  25    St. 

L   Ave.    N.    &  River  Dr. 

Note    that  aithough    the  9th  Street  segment  only    experienced    four   accidents 
during    1985,    due    to    the   relatively   low   number   of   vehicles   entering    the  segment 
and   due    to    the    type   and    severity   of   accidents    involved,    the   rate  and    index   are 
higher    than    the    three   other   locations   whizh   experienced   significantly    higher 
numbers    of   accidents. 

Overall,     the   accident  data   for    the  9th  Street  roadway    segment  and    the   10th 
Street/River  Drive    intersection  illustrate    that   the    two    locations   are 
relatively    significant  problem   areas  which,   should  warrant   consideration  and 
improvement. 

If   you   have   any   questions    or   comments    regarding    this    material,    or  would  care 
to   discuss    it  with  us,    pLease  advise. 

Sincerely, 


19  85 

U 

36,614 

1.05 

4.10 

1985 

L4 

36,014 

1.07 

3.37 

1985 

LC 

24,051 

1.14 

3.78 

^  John  Mooney         " 
Director 
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FALL5  AREA 

CHAMBER  CF  CCMMEKI 

P.O.BOX2T27 

926  CENTRAL  AVENUE 

GREAT  FALLS,  MONTANA  59403 

(406)761-4434 

April   S,    1S37 


Great  Falls  City  Commission 

Civic  Center 

Great  Falls,  OT  59401 

Ladies  &  Gentlemen: 

As  you  know  the  Great  Falls  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce  has  supported  the 
replacement  of  the  present  10th  Street  Bridge.  Although  we  have  previously 
stated  that  we  support  the  construction  of  a  new  9th  Street  Connector 
Bridge,  we  were  recently  asked  by  advocates  of  efforts  to  restore  the  old 
bridge  if  the  Chamber  could  support  a  public  fund  drive  to  preserve  and 
restore  the  old  10th  Street  Bridge  into  a  bridge/park.  To  assess  membership 
opinion  on  that  question,  the  Chamber's  Local  Government  Committee  conducted 
a  sur". ey  of  the  Chamber's  membership,  the  results  of  which  are  not 
encouraging.  Only  16.6 7%  of  our  survey  respondents  feel  preservation  of  the 
historic  old  bridge  and  its  development  into  what  could  be  a  unique 
riverfront  attraction  would  be  worth  the  expense.   Similarly,  only  17.71%  of 
the  respondents  said  they'd  support  and  donate  to  a  fund  drive  to  save  and 
develop  the  old  bridge  while  74.31%  said  they  wouldn't.   In  fact,  a  whopping 
76.39%  of  our  respondents  are  against  saving  the  old  bridge,  while  79.52% 
favor  the  construction  of  the  new  9th  Street  Connector. 

In  accordance  with  that  membership  sentiment,  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the 
Great  Fails  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce  has  voted  unanimously  to  recommend  the 
cons truct ion  of  a  new  9th  Street  Connector  Bridge  with  demolition  and 
complete  removal  of  the  old  10th  Street  Eridge. 

Complete  survey  results,  as  well  as  comments  contributed  by  the  respondents 
which  outline  some  of  the  reasons  for  opposition  are  attached. 

Res rec'lTl  1 y  yours , 

GFJ£A7  FALLS  'AFJELA,  CHA.VEER  CF  CQN!MERCc 


cc  Al  Johnson,  City  >lar.ager 

John  Mooney,  City  County  Planning  Director 
Tom  Barnard,  >!T  Dept  Highways 


TENTH     STP.FPT     ERIDGE     SURVEY 
223    RESPONSES  FROM  14C3  MAILED  OUT  =      22.91 
Tie  Ciaaier'i  Local  Goverateat  Scuittee  wiats  leibersiip  opinion  oa  i  proposal  Lo  reaabilitite 
Lit  bitten;  Teaii  SLxtet  :r.:je  u  i  pari.    Tiese  ire  Lie  itr.es: 

1.  Federal  reialaticat  dictate  tiit  ccatideraticn  be  tires  to  prtserratico  of  tie  old  bridje. 
Tie  prcpcsai  to  tot  details:,  but  iattead  use  it  it  a  pedestrian  raixvay/park,  it  coe  viable 
optica,    fcotier,  it  to  build  i  :ew  bridge  itop  tie  arches  of  tie  old  bridje.    So  far,  loal 
officials  bare  voted  to  itttead  build  i  :ew  3  Li  Street  Cotaectcr  Bridje  west  of  tie  old  one  to 
tbat  it  !i:es  a?  directly  with  Sti  Street  aid  tiut  eiiiisate  tie  current,  danjercus,  S-csm. 

Do  ycu  favor  iuildiaj  i  sew  Sti  Street  Sricje  or  placinj  a  :ew  deci  itop  tie  old  irciet  of  Lie 
IGLi  Street  cridje! 

79.52    Build  :ew  bridje       17.01      Use  old  bridle     '  3.^7       No  Answer 

2.  Eebabilibticn  of  tie  old  bridje  would  cast  JSS7.C00,  cot  i:cl:di:j  as  estitated  CO.OCO  in 
additiocal  costs  Lo  provide  pariinj,  bencies,  plasters  and  other  pari-iixe  ueoities.    too  would 
atsuae  ownership,  liability  vA  tainte»ar.C!  for  tie  old  bridje  vie:  a  :ev  bridje  for  traffic  is 
built  upstreaa  is  still  unresolved.    Cnij  J5CO.0CO,  in  Federal  feds  wiici  would  oLiervise  be 
used-  for  deaolitica,  is  available  for  tiis  project,  leavitj  it  least  Jo", ICO  Lo  be  raised 
privately. 

la  your  opi:ic:,  it  prtservatioa  of  tiit  iisLoric  lasdaari  and  its  deveiopieot  iato  wiat  cculd 
be  t  caique  riverfrcat  attraction,  north  tiit  financial  expense? 

16.67  Tes     76.39    Uo  6.25     Hot  Sure        .69  No  Answer 


Vould  you  report  and  donate  to  a  fesd  drive  to  aave  and  develop  Lie  old  bridje?    (ApproxLtaLe 
need:    EeLvee:  |1$H2$7,0W1 

17.71  let     74.31   h  7.29    KoL  Sure       .69  No  Answer 

[Opticcal]   KAJG 

FKJ! PB0K3 


lio  da  you  fee!  should  issuae  ownership,  liability  md  taiatenaace  for  Lie  old  bridje  siould  it 
not  be  detciisied? 

13 .89  City     7.6-    Cectj     '2.35    C^biaatica      36.11         No  Answer 

3.    tiers  are  indicaticat  tiit  a  portico  of  tse*15CO,CC3  allocated  for  deiolitica  of  Lie  old 
bridje  cculd  be  :nd  Lo  build  ipprcicies  Lo  Lie  :ew  Sti  Street  Connector  Iridje. 

Sew  do  yea  want  La  tee  Lie  Federal  fuaci  uted? 

36. Rl  lppsicitj     37.15  SeMlitiei      19.10    lutsniica    6.9*  No  Answer 

l£DI7ICiUl  ESQRS: 


Reoort    Dote     :     iZi4/£S/a7| 
BRIDGE         SURVEY         COMMENTS 


ADDITIONAL  COMMENTS 


5S013,  SQQ  SEEMS  LIKE  TOO  MUCH  TO  RESTORE  THE  OLD 
3RIDGE  -  SOUNDS  LIKE  A  RIP-OFF. 

3  BRIDGE  IS  NO  PLACE  FOR  ft  PARK.   NOTHING  TO  VIEW. 

_0T3  TD  SMELL  THOUGH !  ! 

A  PARK  OVERLOOKING  THE  REFINERY  AND  THE  SEWAGE  TREAT- 
MENT PLANT  (?)  THERE'S  NOTHING  QUITE  LIKE  MILD  INDUSTRIAL  POLLUTION  TO  RE- 
MIND ONE  OF  WHAT  GF  HAS  TO  OFFER REALLY,  AS  A  PARK,  YOU  COULD  ESTIMATE  3 

JSUABLE  MONTHS:WIND  &  CHILLING  TEMPS.  WOULD  MAKE  EXPOSURE  THE  OTHER  9  TRYING 
3  RIVER  CROSSING  WITH  IMPROVED  ALIGNMENT  AT  THIS 
INTERSECTION  C^  .^D  BE  AS  AESTHETIC  AS  ANY  PRESERVATION. 

A  WASTE  OF  MONEY MOVE  ONE  SECTION  OF  BRIDGE  UPSTREAM 

r0R  A  PIER. 

ANOTHER  TOURIST  ATTRACTION  CAN  ONLY  HELP  US.   TOO  MANY 

JF  THE  GREAT  FALLS  HERITAGE  LAND  MARKS  HAVE  BEEN  DEMOLISHED  ALREADY.    IN 

DCMMUNITY  SPIRIT,  WE  NEED  TO  PRESERVE  OUR  HERITAGE. 

ASSUME  THE  BRIDGE  WAS  RESTORED,  THEN  IN  ABOUT  £3  YEARS 
IT  NEEDED  DEMOLITION.   WHO  WOULD  PAY  FOR  THAT? 

BAD  LOCATION  FOR  PARK  OVER  LOOKING  THE  REFINERY! 


BET7ER  USE  OF  $' S  COULD  BE  MADE  IN  RES70RA7IVE, 
BENEFITS  AND  U7ILIZE3  OF  EN7IRE  RIVERFR0N7. 


3E7WEEN  7HE  SMELL  AND  7HE  WIND  THIS  RIVERFRONT 
3TTRAC7IGN  WOULD  BE  A  WAS7E  OF  MONEY. 


?LOW  17  ALL  70  HELL. 


rUILDING  7HE  PARK-WALKWAY  IS  A  LUXURY.   I  DON' 7  THINK 
"HERE  IS  MUCH  MONEY  THESE  DAYS  FOR  LUXURY  ITEMS. 


Recort    Za.za     :     C^/cr  /'37 
BRIDGE         SURVEY  COMMENTS 


3DITICNAL    COMMENTS 


3    NOT    EELIEVE    A    PEIESTRIAN    WALKWAY    CR    PARK    IS 

RhCT  ± CAL. 


0  WHAT  EVER  COSTS  THE  LEAST.  WE  HAVE  SETTER  WAYS  TO 
PEND  MONEY. 


CESN' T  REALITY  COUNT  ANYMORE. 


ON' T  LET  LONDON  BRIDGE  FALL  DOWN! 


OWN  WITH  THE  OLD!  UP  WITH  THE  NEW 


VEN  IF  PRESERVED  IT  HAS  LIMITED  LIFE  -HIGH  MAINTENANCE 
LIABILITY  CGST5  AND  LIMITED  USE  (NO  REO.  ATTRACTION  OR  NO  END.  ) 


UNDINGS  FOR  WALKWAY/PARK  CONNECTING  TO  WHAT  AND 

HERE?????   IS  THE  CITY/COUNTY  UTILIZING  A  MASTER  DEVELOPMENT  PLAN? 


ET  RID  OF  IT  AND  BUILD  A  NEW  BRIDGE. 


ET  RID  OF  THE  Ci_D  AND  BRING  IN  THE  NEW! 


REAT  F^LLS  ALREADY  HAS  MORE  DEDICATED  PARK  SPACE  THAN 

.HEY  ARE  ABLE  TO  TAKE  CARE  OF.  REHABILITATION  OF  THIS  BRIDGE  IS  A  WAS" 

-  EVERYCNES  MONEY. 

REAT  FPLLS  CANNOT  AFFORD  THIS  PROJECT  RIGnT  NOW. 


[CHEST  PRIORITY  IS  NEW  BRIDGE  IN  VICINITY.  SECOND  I 


IE  EXTENSION  OF  CUR  PARKS  TO  OLD  ERIDGE. 


I 


Reccr:    Dare     :     0A/i?S/c7 
BRIDGE         SURVEY         COMMENTS 


ADDITIONAL  COMMENTS 


HOW  ABOUT  A  PEDESTRIAN/BICYCLE  PATH  ON  OLD  ERIDGE 
wITHOUT  THE  "PARK  LIKE  AMENITIES"? 

HOW  MANY  MONTHS  OF  THE  YEAR  WOULD  THIS  "PARK"  BE 

UTILIZED"  LE-' S  MAKE  LIFE  BETTER  FOR  OUR  VERY  YOUNG  AND  VERY  OLD  FIRST. 

HOW  MANY  PEOPLE  WILL  PARK  BY  THE  REFINERY  TO  VIEW  THE 

NEW  BRIDGE. 

I  AM  FOR  PRESERVATION  OF  MANY  HISTORICAL  THINGS,  BUT 

NOT  THIS  CASE  A3  THE  DETERIORATED  CONDITION  IS  A  SAFETY  HAZARD  AND  WOULD  THE 

EXPENSE  OVER  MANY  YEARS  OUT  WEIGH  THE  VALUE. 

I  AM  SORRY  NONE  OF  OUR  ELECTED  OFFICIALS  HAS  THE  GUTS  ■  ' 
TO  KILL  THE  "PARK-LIKE  PRESERVATION. " 

I  BELIEVE  THE  ENGINEERING  PROFESSIONAL  IS  VERY  CAPABLE 

OF  DESIGNING  A  NEW  AESTHICALLY  PLEASING  BRIDGE  EVEN  IF  IT  COSTS  A  LITTLE  - 

THE  OLD  WASN'T  CHEAP  CONSTRUCTION. 

I  CAN'T  BELIEVE  SOME  ONE  WOULD  SIT  BY  THE  REFINERY  ON 

THE  BRIDGE! ! 

I  DON'T  THINK  WE  SHOULD  BE  SPENDING  MONEY  ON  UPKEEP 
ON  AN  OLD  BRIDGE. 

I  FAVOR  DOING  WHAT  EVER  PROVIDES  THE  MOST  UTILITY  FOR 
THE  LEAST  COST  PRESENT  AND  FUTURE. 

I  FEEL  WE  HAVE  ENOUGH  TAX  FUNDED  PARKS  ETC.  AT  THE 
PRESENT  TIME. 

I  FEEL  WE  NEED  A  NEW  BRIDGE  AND  NOT  ANOTHER  TAX  BURDEN 
-IKE    ^--SEASONS. 

I  FEEL  WE  SHOULD  JUST  LEAVE  THE  AREA  AS  IS  AND  USE 
-OR  BICYCLING  AND  WALKING. 


I 

! 
I 
I 
I 
} 
I 
I 
I 
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•    Reccrt    Cars     :     C-/ v.-/;7 
BRIDGE         SURVEY         COMMENTS 


DDITICNAL  COMMENTS 


LIKE  THE  IDEA  C-  A  PARK/WALKWAY.  S-CURVE  DCESN'  T 
DTHER  ME.   GREAT  FA^LS  IS  REBUILDING  AND  THIS  WOULD  BE  ft  PLUS  FOR  THE 
ITY  &  AREA. 

QUESTION  THE  HISTORICAL  VALUE  OF  THE  OLD  DILAPIDATED 

RIDGE. 


SEE  NO  REASON  TO  KEEP  BRIDGE  WHEN  THERE  IS  A  GOOD 
NE  3  BLOCKS  AWAY.   THE  ROAD  WOULD  HAVE  TO  BE  FIXED. 


THINK  BUILDING  A  NEW  BRIDGE  AND  RETAINING  THE  OLD 
RIDGE  COULD  CAUSE  FLOODING  FROM  BACKING  UP  ICE. 


UNDERSTAND  THAT  HAVING  TWO  STANDING  BRIDGES  WILL 
AUSE  ADDITIONAL  ICE  JAM  PROBLEMS?? 


F  BRIDGE  IS  NOT  REMOVED  NOW  -  WHERE  WILL  FUNDS  IN 
UTURE  COME  FROM  TO  REMOVE  BRIDGE? 


F  NECESSARY,  PROJECT  COULD  BE  ACCOMPLISHED  IN  PHASES. 


F  ROD  MCKENZIE  IS  SINCERE  HE  SHOULD  DONATE  HIS  TIME 
ND  SKILLS. 


F  THE  CITY  CREWS  DID  APPROACH  WORK  IT  COULD  BE  DONE 
OR  LESS  THAN  HIGHWAY  DEPT.  ESTIMATE. 


F  i HE  FEDERAL  HISTORIC  LANDMARK  WANTS  TO  SAVE  IS  LE" 
HEM  FOOT  THE  BILL. 


.-  ir.EF.E    WERE  UNLIMITED  FUNDS  TO  RESTORE  AND  MAINTAIN 
HE  BRIDGE  I  WOULD  VOTE  DIFFERENTLY. 


-  WE  FIND  PARKING  AND  A  PARK  AT  EITHER  END, 
ESTGRATIGN  COULD  BE  VIABLE. 


™  ,  5       ^ 


Resort    Dare     :     04/39, 
BRIDGE         SURVEY         COMMENTS 


ADDITIONAL  COMMENTS 


IN  THIS  ECONOMY,   IT  IS  ABSOLUTELY  NECESSARY  TO  USE 
WHAT  US  HAVE  ! 


INSURANCE  EXPOSURE  FOR  A  "PARK  BRIDGE"  WOULD  BE  OUT 
OF  SITE!  PLUS  "WALLS"  TO  BUILD! 


JUST  "MOTH  BALL"  THE  BRIDGE  FOR  NOW  -  SAVE  FOR 
FUTURE  W/O  PRESENT  EXPENSE. 


KEEP  THE  BRIDGE  ALIVE! 


KEEPING  THE  OLD  BRIDGE  IS  JUST  ANOTHER  "WHITE  ELEPHANT' 
AND  DANGEROUS  LIABILITY. 


KEEPING  THE  OLD  BRIDGE  WOULD  BE  STUPID!!! 


LEADING  QUESTIONS.   RESTORE  &  USE  OLD  BRIDGE!! 


LEAVE  OLD  BRIDGE  STANDING  AS  IT  IS  (REMOVE  APPROACHES) 
OR  NEW  RAILS  ONLY  FOR  WALKING  &  BIKING 


LET  A  FILM  COMPANY  BLOW  IT  UP 


LET  US  SPEND  $3  CN  THE  FUTURE  NOT  THE  PAST, 


_ET  US  USE  MONEY  AND  ENERGIES  WHERE  IT  IS  MOST  NEEDED- 

SUILDING  GREAT  FALLS  BUSINESS  AND  INDUSTRY  AND  NOT  PARKS  FOR  TRANSIENTS  AND 

3RAFITI. 

_ET3  MOVE  TCWARDS  THE  FUTURE. 


BRIDGE         SURVEY         COMMENTS 


ADDITIONAL    COMMENTS 


MAKING    A    PARK    CUT    CF    OLD    ONE    WOULD    CAUSE    LOTS    Or 
PROBLEMS. 


MODIFY    S-CURVE    &    RENOVATE    OLD    BRIDGE. 


NOT    SURE    CF    USE. 


POOR  LOCATION  FOR  "PARK".   LIMITED  NUMBER  OF  USERS. 
LIMITED  MONTHS/YEAR  PRACTICAL. 


PRESERVATION  CF  THE  BRIDGE  FOR  US  AS  A  PARK  IS  A 

RIDICULOUS  IDEA. 


PRETTY  BRIDGE,  BUT  BETWEEN  WIND  AND  NEARNESS  TO  THE 
REFINERY  AND  NEW  BRIDGE  MAKE  IT  A  BAD  DEAL. 


PUT  MONEY  INTO  WEST  BANK  PARK  AND  TEAR  DOWN  THE  li3TH 
STREET  BRIDGE. 


QUIT  TALKING  ABOUT  PRESERVING  OLD  BRIDGE  AND  SAVE  TIME 
LETS  START  BUILDING  A  NEW  BRIDGE. 


RESTORATION  WOULD  MAKE  THE  NORTHSIDE  MUCH  MORE 
DESIRABLE 


RIDICULOUS  IDEA!  TRY  EATING  YOUR  PICNIC  FOOD  MIXED  WITH 

THE  REFINERY  SMELL!  WE  HAVE  ENOUGH  PARKS.  NOT  ENOUGH  MONEY  TO  CARE  FOR 

THOSE.  SELL  BLOW-UP  RIGHTS  TO  A  MOVIE  STUDIO  -  CREATES  JGBS  -  BRINGS  MONEY 

TO  GREAT  FALLS. 

SAVING  OLD  BRIDGE  GCOFY-  TAKE  A  PICTURE  -  SELL  THE 

PICTURES  FCR  THOSE  WHO  ARE  SENTIMENTAL! 

SHCULD  NOT  BE  FUNDED  THRU  PROPERTY  TAXES. 


BRIDGE    SURVEY    COMMENTS 


ADDITIONAL  COMMENTS 


SHOULD  SEIZE  UNIQUE  OPPORTUNITY 


SINCE  VERY  FEw  PEOPLE  LIVE  ANYWHERE  NEAR  THE  OLD  BRIDGE 
THE  PARK  IDEA  IS  A  LOSER! 


SMELLS  IN  THAT  AREA.  NOTHING  TO  SEE  ANYWAY. 


SURVEY  IS  A  POOR  SAMPLE  TAKING  NOT  GIVING  ENOUGH 
INFO. 


TAKE  PICTURES,  THEN  TEAR  IT  DOWN! 


TEAR  IT  DOWN 


TEAR  IT  DOWN  AND  LETS  QUIT  TALKING  ABOUT  THE  DAMN 
THING! ! ! 


TEAR  THE  OLD  BRIDGE  DOWN. 


-;A7  PARK  (?)  WOULD  NEVER  BE  USED. 


"HE  IDEA  OF  PRESERVING  A  HISTORIC  LANDMARK  IS  GREAT, 

3UT  WITH  THE  WIND  &  SMELLS  BY  THE  BRIDGE,  I  DON'T  THINK  IT  WOULD  MAKE  A 

3CGD  PARK. 

T'HZ    LOCATION  IS  THE  BAD.  THE  BRIDGE  DOES  NCT  LEND 

[TSELF  PCX   use  as  a  park. 


"HE  LONG  TERM  MAINTENANCE  IS  NOT  WORTH  THE  COST  OF 
.EEPING  THE  CLD  ERIDGE. 


PAGE  #  8 


Recor:    Data     :    C4/CS/S' 
BRIDGE         SURVEY         COMMENTS 


GDDITICNAL  COMMENTS 


THE  NATU'RPL  APPEAL  AND  RESTORATION  CF  THE  OLD  BRIDGE 

IS  NEGATED  BY  THE  COST  AND  LIABILITY  CF  THE  PROJECT.  DISPOSE  OF  IT  QUICKLY 

AND  COMPLETELY. 

THE  OLD  BRIDGE  HAS  FAR  OUTLASTED  ITS  ORIGINAL  DESIGN 

LIFE  -  BUT  IT  IS  NOW  BEYOND  REASONABLE  REHABILITATION  AND  SHOULD  BE  TOTALLY 

REPLACED.   WE  MUST  MOVE  AHEAD!  NOT  LIVE  IN  PAST  WITH  OLD  RELICS!! 

THE  REFINERY  SHOULD  HAVE  TO  LANDSCAPE  AND  PUT  UP  A 
FENCE. 

THE  SITE  OF  THE  OLD  BRIDGE  IS  NOT  CONDUCIVE  TO  A  PARK 
AND  RESTORATION  NOT  ECONOMICALLY  FEASIBLE. 


THERE  IS  NO  PLACE  TO  VISIT  ON  EITHER  END  OF  THE  BRIDGE. 
IT  IS  A  DANGEROUS  NIGHT  AREA. 


THIS  IS  RIDICULOUS!!   WHY  DON'T  WE  SIMPLY  IMPROVE 


TO  PRESERVE  THAT  BRIDGE  IS  ONE  OF  THE  MORE  OFF  THE  WALL 
IDEAS  I  HAVE  HEARD  FOR  AWHILE. 


TCO  CLOSE  TO  REFINERY  &  W.  W. T. P.  FOR  VIABLE  AESTHETIC 
AREA! 


TOO  EXPENSIVE  TO  RESTORE  FOR  A  SHORT  PERIOD  Cr    TIME. 
EVENTUALLY  IT  WOULD  HAVE  TO  BE  DEMOLISHED. 


UN  I  CUE  AND  UNUSUAL  PRESERVATION  OPPORTUNITY 


UTILIZE  WORKFARE  FOR  MAINTENANCE/CLEANUP  -  SPECIAL 
0CMMITTEE3  TO  PROMOTE  SPECIAL  EVENTS  -  EEAUTIFICATION. 


WE  DON'T  NEED  PNCTHER  FOUR  SEASONS  FIASCO, 


nezcT~z     Daze     :     3^/0r/c"i| 
BRIDGE         SURVEY         COMMENTS 

ADDITIONAL  COMMENTS 


WE  HAVE  ENOUGH  MUSEUM  PIEOEi 


WE  HAVE  U0T5  OF  RIVERFRONT  PARK  TO  MAINTAIN  -  WE  DON'T 
NEED  THIS  ADDITIONAU  EXPENSIVE  OPTION. 


WE  MESSED  WITH  ANACONDA,  DON'T  DO  IT  AGAIN  BY 
DESTROYING  ANOTHER  UAND  MARK! 


WHAT  HAS  RESTORATION  OF  AN  OUD  BRIDGE  DONE  FOR  TH 
CITY  OF  FORT  BENTON? 


WHO  WANTS  TO  SIT  OR  WAUK  IN  THE  STINK  FROM  THE  REFINERY 


WHY  BUILD  ANY  PARK  NEXT  TO  A  REFINERY?  IS  ANYTHING 
COLDER  THAN  A  BRIDGE  IN  THE  WINTER? 

WHY  CAN'T  THE  APPROACHES  BE  ANGLED  TO  USE  THE  CUD 

BRIDGE  SITE  I  GUESS  I  FEEL  I  DON'T  KNOW  THE  WHGLE  STORY  AS  WELL  AS  I  WOUUD 

LIKE,  TOM. 

WOUUD  THIS  E:>4D  UP  BEING  AN  UNUSED  "PARK"  BECAUSE  IT  IS 

ISOUATED?  WHAT  ABOUT  SOMETHING  EU5E  IN  CONJUNCTION  -  A  RESTAURANT,  AN  AMUSE- 
MENT PARK.  AN  OUTDOOR  SHOPPING  MAUU,  SOMETHING! 

YOU  DO  NOT  NEED  A  PARK  NEAR  A  REFINERY,  GIVING  OUT 
A  GAS  SMELL. 


1  0 


59403-5021 


Cfytf  GREAT  FALLS  Afo*fa* 
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TELEPHONE  40A  /  7?7.*Pfq, 


P.O.  BOX  5021 


June   9,    1987 


Mr.   Cary   Wicks 
Director   of   Highways 
Montana   Department  of   Highways 
Helena,    Montana     59620 

Dear  Mr.    Wicks: 
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During    the  Great   Falls   Policy   Coordinating  Committee  meeting   held  on  May    29, 
1987,    several    issues   regarding    the   10th  Street  North  Bridge    Project  were 
discussed. 

Following  a   discussion  of    recent  actions   and    indicators  which   reflect   community 
opinion  and   non-support  for  preserving    the  old  bridge,    PCC  felt   there  does  not 
appear    to  be   adequate  community    support  or  financial    support   to   save    the 
bridge.      Therefore,    it  appeared   appropriate    to  PCC    that   the  9th  Street 
Connector  Bridge   be   pursued   and    the  old  bridge    be   demolished.      As    such,    PCC 
approved   a   motion  which   suggested    that   the  Department  of   Highways    should 
consider  demolition  of    the  old  bridge. 

This   letter    is   provided   as  a   suggestion   that   the  Department  of   Highways 
pursue    the  construction  of    a  new   9th  Street  Connector  Bridge   and   mitigate 
the  historical    impacts   of    that  action   through   other  means   or  options. 

Thank  you    for   your    continued    interest   in  and    support  for    this   project. 

Sincerely 


^—7  y 

Roger  L.    Anderson 

Mayor   of   Great   Falls 

Chairman  of   Policy   Coordinating  Committee 


cc:      R.E.    Champion,    Admin. 

Program  Development  Div.,    MDOH 
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September    29,    L987 


Mr.    Thomas  J.    Barnard,    P.E. 

District  Engineer 

Montana   Department  of    Highways 

P.O.    Box    1359 

Great    Falls,    Montana      59403-1359 

Dear  Mr.    Barnard: 
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The   purpose   of    this   Letter    is    to    provide   an  overview    statement  regarding    the 
limited    support   expressed    in    the  Great   FaL  Is/Cascade   County   area    to    save    the 
10th  Street  North   Bridge    and    to    comment  on  reasons   why   significant  efforts    to 
do   so    have    not  developed. 

The    issue    of   whether   or   not    to    save    the  bridge   has  now   been  before    the  community 
for   consideration  and    for   comment   for  nearly   a  year.      Additionally,    the  community 
has   been  aware   of    plans    to    reconstruct,    rehabilitate  or  replace    the  bridge    for 
several    years. 

It  appears    that  a    sufficient  amount  of    time   has   elapsed    for    the   community    to 
respond    to    the  question   of    what  should  be  done  with   the  bridge,    if  a   new   9th 
Street  Connector   Bridge   were   built.      During    this    time,    there  has  been  a    great 
deal    of   local    discussion  of    the   pros    and    cons   of    saving    the  bridge.      However, 
it  does   not  appear    that  significant  local    interest  and    support  have   developed. 
A   few  months   ago,    the  Save   Our    Bridge    group  decided    to  discontinue    its   efforts 
to   preserve    the  bridge   due    to    a   lack   of    local    support.      The  attached   May    14, 
1987   Great    Falls,    Tribune   newsarticle   reports    this  decision.      Additionally, 
the    results   of    a  Great    Falls    Area   Chamber   of    Commerce   survey    found    that  only  | 

a    smaLl    percentage    of    the   respondents  would    support  or  donate    to   a    fund   drive 
to   save    the   bridge.      Only   a    small   percentage    of    the   respondents  also    felt    that 
preservation  of    the  bridge   would   be  a  worthwhile   financial    expense.      A  copy  of 
the   Chamber   material     is   attached. 

As  elected,  full-time  commissioners,  who  are  available  to  and  in  contact  with 
the  public  on  a  daily  basis,  we  have  the  opportunity  to  meet  with  and  receive 
input   from    the   public   on  a   number   of    issues.      Although    there  has  been  some  1 

interest   expressed    to   us  by   a    small    number   of    individuals    in  the  community, 
that   interest  has   not  deveLoped    into  any    large   or  significant  support  group.  i 

Generally,    it  appears    that    the   public  questions    the   utility   of   a   preserved 
bridge   and    is   concerned    with    the   costs   associated   with  saving    the  bridge, 
particularly    the    initial    preservation  costs,    long    term  maintenance    costs 
potential    liability   costs   and    eventual    demolition  costs.      Considering    the  j 

state  of    our   local    economy   and    increasing  budgeting   constraints   on  local  ' 

government,    there   are   concerns   about  unknown   future   costs. 


Cmm     O'     DONtlNtS      HVlSTOC«       »M0       itumc       »•!»« 


Advisory 
Council  On 
Historic 
Preservation 

The  Old  Post  Office  Building  Reply  to:  730  Simms  Street.  Room  450 

1100  Pennsylvania  Avenue.  NW.  #809  Golden.  Colorado  80401 

Washington.  DC  20004 


RECEIVED 

September   15,    1987  SEP  181987 

Mr.  William  S.  Dunbar 

Project  Development  Engineer  H  E  L  E  N  Ar  M  0  N  T  A  N  A 

Montana  Division 

Federal  Highway  Administration 

Drawer  10056 

Helena,  MT   59626 

REF:  Tenth  Street  Bridge,  Great  Falls,  Montana,  BHM  5211  (2); 
M5712(l)  14th  Ave.,  Havre;  BRS  320-1(1)5  O'Fallon  and 
Station  Creek  Bridges 

Dear  Mr.  Dunbar: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  of  August  17,  1987,  regarding 
14th  Avenue,  Havre,  and  the  O'Fallon  and  Stration  Creek  Bridges 
and  a  letter  of  Atwood  Hinzman,  Inc.,  of  Missoula,  regarding  the 
Tenth  Street  Bridge  in  Great  Falls.   We  appreciate  notification 
of  these  projects  in  accordance  with  36  CFR  800.5(e)  of  the 
Council's  regulations.   Because  of  the  nature  of  these 
undertakings,  the  Council  wishes  to  be  involved  in  consultations 
leading  to  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  for  each  undertaking.   We 
look  forward  to  receiving  documentation  and  any  suggested  draft 
Memorandum  of  Agreement  for  each  of  these  undertakings  as 
planning  for  them  proceeds. 

If  there  are  any  questions,  you  may  contact  Brit  Storey  of  this 
office  at  (303)  236-2682  or  at  766-2682  on  the  FTS  system. 

Sincerely , 


Robert  Fink 

Chief,  Western  Division 
of  Project  Review 


Mr.    Tom   Barnard 

Montana   Department   of    Highways 

Page    2 


So   much   of    the   original,    structure   is   so   severely   deteriorated   or  unusable,    that 
to   save   a    small    part  of    the   oLd    structure   is  of   debatable  value.      To   attempt 
to   retain    the    image    of    the  arches   may  be  considered   by    some   as  a    travesty  and 
an   insult    to    the  aesthetics    and    integrity   of    the  complete  bridge  as  originally 
designed    and   built.      Since   a   substantial    portion  of    the  original    structure 
cannot  be    saved,    public   opinion  and    financial    support  does  not  exist  for  "token" 
preservation  of    a   part  of    the   old  bridge. 


In  summary,  it  appears  that  sufficient  time  and  opportunity  have  been  afforded 
the  community  to  express  interest  in  and  to  provide  support  for  saving  the 
bridge.  We  are  not  aware  of  any  current  organized  efforts  to  do  so,  since  the 
Save  Our  Bridge  group  abandoned  its  preservation  efforts.  It  can,  therefore, 
be  concluded  that  significant  local  interest  and  financial  support  to  save  the 
bridge  are  lacking  and  that  efforts  should  now  be  directed  toward  constructing 
a   new   9th  Street  Connector   Bridge. 


Sincerely, 


'MM 

Fichajd  G.   Gasvoda,    Chayrc 
Patrick  L.   Ryan,    Member  <S 


Attachments    (2) 

cc:      Bob   Batista,    County   Surveyor 

Bob  Duty,  Dir.  of  Public  Works 
John  Mooney,  Planning  Director 
Bob   Stockwell,    City   Manager 
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HELENA   MONTANA  59620 


January  25,  1983 


Ms.  Marcella  Sherfy 

State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 

Montana  Historical  Society 

225  No.  Roberts 

Helena,  MT  59620 


BHM  5211(2) 

10TH  STREET  BRIDGE 


Enclosed  is  documentation  of  an  adverse  effect  for  the  10th  Street  Bridae 

vSS  «nH6!h  Pr°JeCt'  A  draft  Memorandum  of  Agreement  has  bee  prepared.  If 

you  find  the  terms  acceptable,  please  sign  the  MOA  and  return  it  to  us  for 
routing  to  FHWA  and  the  Advisory  Council! 

MITZI  ROSSILLON,  ARCHAEOLOGIST 
ENVIRONMENTAL  UNIT 


MR:mb:l/vv 

Enclosure 

cc:  S.  C.  Kologi 
G.  L.  Larson 
T.  J.  Barnard 


ANlQj.lt    CVPOH.'i.'VM  f\'»,o>fri 


I 


State  Historic  Preservation  Offi 


Montana  Historical  S 


*OC26ty 

Mailing  Address:  225  North  Roberts  •  Helena,  MT  59620-99^5  I  I 
•  Office  Address:  102  Eroadway  •  Helena,  MT  •  (406)  444-7? " 


February  8,   1983 

Ms.   Mitzi  Rossillon 
Archaeologist,   Environmental  Unit 
Montana  Department  of  Highways 

2701  Prospect  Avenue 
Helena,   MT     59520 

Re:  BKM  5211(2) 

13th  Street  Eridge 

Dear  Mitzi: 


tbEE 


Thank   ycu   fcr   the   opportunity   to  comment   en   the   crerian-    ***„*.**•    - 

concur  with  you-  iu^-ren-  f-4*  -hi T  ^l  \-  Pro^-c-  identified  above.  We 
Cepartrent  cf  pfc^av?  if  Vvl\^  a-te"^ive  recommended  by  the  Montana 
SrlL  c';  /'  ;£??'..  executed,  would  have  an  adverse  e*f«-t  on  th=  i"«-«* 
Street  Eridge      The  10th  Street  Bridce  has  been  formally  c=tAi7^  aTlr^i-  £" 

concrete  early  for  structures  of  any  length  is  quite  rare.  

We  do  not  concur  with  your  judgment  that  the  circumstances/alternative  e-SMna 
-n*^",*?88    3UStlfy   th9    lcss   of    tte   13th   st'set   bridce  or  U-t  thf  ret-i?? 

£522  £^ratss  **  no  pcudant  and  f2asi*e  ^-ti^.^.?^ 

"  E0^  alte^atives   S3  and   *4  appear  to   result   in  sicnificantly  le«8  adversity 
-     LtvT^  mh  ^feSt  bridgS'     Ecth  retain  significant  feature fcf  tee 

--  Both  alternatives  §3  and  14  cost  less  than  the  preferred  alternative  §7. 
Alternative   §3  is  anticipated  to  cost  slightly  more  than  $5,023,000. 
Alternative  34  is  anticipated  to  cost,   at  the  most,    $4,490,000. 
Alternative    17   is   anticipated   to   cost   at   a   minimum    $5,143,000   and    at    t- 
$500,001  1U    ADCITICN    DEMDLITICN    IS    ^TICIFATED    »    COST    A^OTIIER 

""  Thccm^liinoCS  ^St/atin?  thS  afety  h32ard  of  th2  existin9  S  curve  are  not 
auSStWe   87  if  notP^tant',the    S3fety    °f    the    "PPrcach    planned    for 
MD-H  Saff    iZnHf^  d«cussed  in  writing,      m  previous  meetings  with  you, 
nLv>ri   start    icantiried   the    fact-    t-h^    m«    fairi„    «-*.„^„    j_  -,  • 

1  -i    ,-  .  tav"t    tnat    tns    tairiy    steep    down    cp"~p    ar~orcacn 

planned   for    alternative    $7   likelv   constituhPrf   -,«   h=«J£.       '  arprc-cn 

that  currently  existing.  I1Kei'   constituted  as   hazardous   an   approach   as 


Pcssillon 
February  8,  1988 
pace  2 

—  The  documentation  provided  speaks  cf  maintenance  costs  for  the  remainina 
arches  and  piers  if  alternatives  S3  or  4  were  chosen.  Hcv/ever,  the  material 
does  net  provide  analysis  cf  those  costs  or  actual  tiaintener.ee  needs  likely 
to  occur  that  couldn't  te  addressed  new — as  pare  of  a  bridge  rehabilitation 
project.  It  also  makes  no  comparisons  between  costs  cf  iraintaining  a  new 
structure  and  maintaining  a  thoroughly  rehabilitated  structure. 

We  do  net  recommend  any  further  evaluation  cf  the  alternative  involving 
construction  of  a  new  structure  and  rehabilitation  cf  the  existing  structure  as  a 
park.  Thar  choice  clearly  has  been  workable  in  other  communities  with  difference 
community  support,  with  different  rehab  costs  attached,  and  whan  the  eld  and  new 
structures  are  further  apart.  The  right  set  of  circumstances  for  retaining  eld 
and  building  new  don't  seem  to  exist  here. 

However,  we  are  impressed  in  this  case  with  the  likelihood  that  retention  and 
modification  cf  the  historic  bridge  can  be  accomplished  as  economically  as  new 
construction  and  demolition — even  with  maintenance  costs  for  the  rehabilitated 
structure  figured  in.  ..       L-- 

tve  recommend  that  our  correspondence  and  ycur  material  now  be  forwarded  to  the 
Advisory  Council  fcr  their  further  review  of  the  alternatives  considered. 

Sincerely, 
/ 
/ 


Katharine-  M.  Rupee 
Historical  Survey  Reviewer 

cc:  Cindy  Adams 
Janet  Cornish 

File :  Ccmp/HDCH 


Council  On 

historic 

Preservation 


The  Old  Pest  Office  Building 

T.GO  Pennsylvania  Avenue.  .V.V.  #609 

Washinztcn.DC200CM 


Reply  to: 


730  Sirams  Street.  Rocm  450 
Golden.  Colorado  80401 


April  7,  1988 

Mr.  William  S.  Dunbar 

Planning  and  Program  Development  Engineer 

Montana  Division 

Federal  Highway  Administration 

Drawer  10056 

Helena,  MT   59626 

RE?:  Proposed  assistance  of  the  Federal  Highway  Admin: 
the  City  of  Great  Falls  for  replacement 
Eridge 


_straticn  to 
of  the  Tenth  Street 


Dear  Mr.  Dunbar: 

The  Council  has  received  and  reviewed  the  documentation  and  craft 
Memorandum  of  Agreement  forwarded  with  your  letter.   We  note  and 
share  the  Montana  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer's  (SHPO) 
concern  that  there  appear  to  be  prudent  and  feasible  alternatives 
to  complete  replacement  of  the  historic  bridge.   These 
alternatives  are  also  less  expensive  than  construction  of  a  new 
bridge.   Therefore,  we  do  not  concur  that  there  is  no  realistic 
alternative  to  historic  bridge  demolition. 

From  a  historic  preservation  point-of-view,  either  alternative^  3 
or  4  is  preferable  to  the  selected  alternative.  We  suggest  FKWA 
reexamine  those  alternatives  for  this  undertaking. 

We  also  note  and  share  the  Montana  SHPO ' s  views  regarding  the 
safety  of  the  bridge  approaches.   The  bridge  apparently 
originally  connected  Tenth  Street,  and  we  request  that  FKWA 
address  the  safety  problems  by  examining  the  possibility  of 
reopening  Tenth  Street  as  a  through  street. 

We  believe  that  consultation  on  this  matter  among  FKWA,  the 
Montana  SHPO,  and  the  Council  can  continue  in  accordance . wi tn  the 
regulations  until  a  mutually  acceptable  approach  to  the  situation 


is  developed.   la  the  meantime,  if  there  are  questions  or  if 
may  te  of  assistance  in  this  matter,  please  contact  Brit  Sic: 
of  this  office  at  (303)  236-26S2  or  at  776-2632  en  the  F73 
system . 

Sincerely, 

v Robert  Fink 
Chief,  Western  Division 
of  Project  Review 


we 


1 


May  24,    1968 

Robert  Fink,  Chief 

Western  Division  of  Project  Review 

Advisory  Council   on  Historic  Preservation 

730  Simns  Street,   Room  450 

Golden,  CO     30401  KPP-MT 

Dear  Mr.   Fink: 

Subject:  BUM  5211(2)  ICth  Street  Bridge 
Great  Falls 

The  Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA),  Montana  Department  of  Highways 
(rtDCH),  the  City  of  Great  Falls,  and  Cascade  County  continue  to  believe 
chat  there  is  no  reasonable  alternative  to  the  demolition  of  the  10th  Street 
3ndge  in  Great  Falls  chat  would  address  traffic  needs  and  still  preserve 
a  significant  portion  of  the  nistoric  fabric  of  the  existing  bridge.  In 
your  recent  correspondence  to  us,  you  raised  several  questions  that  l'wi'11 
answer  below,  in  addition,  excerpts  from  the  draft  4(f)  document  for 
the  project  are  enclosed  that  are  pertinent  to  the  question  of  site  intear-'ty 
under  Alternatives  3  and  4. 

First,  you  ask  about  the  possibility  of  opening  10th  Street  as  a  through 
street  to  eliminate  the  curves  near  the  south  bridge  approach  on  the  10th 
Street  Bridge  alignment.  Tenth  Street  was  never  a  through  street,  and 
envelopment  precludes  its  opening  as  part  of  this  project.  It  appears 
that  the  bridge  was  built  at  its  present  location  to  allow  a  more  gradual 
ascent  to  9th  Street  on  the  terrace  above  the  river— an  ascent  that  raised 
the  grade  above  some  railroad  tracks.  Early-day  designers  must  have  decided 
that  the  use  of  two  sharp  S-curves  was  preferable  to  a  steeper  grade  down 
to  the  river  as  an  extension  of  9th  Street. 

Concerning  the  relative  costs  of  Alternatives  3  and  4  and  the  preferred 
action,  Alternative  7,  we  again  rofer  to  our  documentation  of  effect  and 
the  correspondence  from  Atwood-Hlnzman  to  MD0H  dated  March  7,  1988. 

Alternative  3    Alternative  4    Alternative  7 

Constr.     $5,020,000      S4, 500,000       $5,400,000 

User  $       876,000        076,000  NA 

Total      $5,1,96,000      $5,376,000       $5,400,000 


These  flqures  demonstrate  that  the  actual  costs  to  the  public  are  comparable 
for  each  of  the  three  alternatives.  We  also  note  that  the  bridge  that 
would  be  built  under  Alternative  7  would  have  a  52-foot  wide  roadway  as 
opposed  to  44  feet  wide  for  either  Alternative  3  or  4.  The  higher  cost 
for  the  9th  Street  Connector  reflects  the  fact  that  the  community  would 
be  getting  more  bridge  (4  lanes)  than  they  v/ould  if  the  ICth  Street  alignment 
was  maintained  (2  lanes). 

Finally,  we  seriously  question  the  use  of  an  inferior  aesign  (Alternatives  3 
and  4)  that  would  destroy  a  major  portion  of  the  historic  10th  Street  Bridge. 
As  the  attached  portions  of  the  draft  4(f)  describe  so  clearly,  the  only 
portion  of  the  bridge  that  would  remain  under  Alternatives  3  and  4  are 
the  main  supporting  arches.  The  tops  of  these  would  be  partially  obscured 
by  the  cantilever  of  the  new  structure.  The  guardrail  and  spandrel  arches 
would  be  removed,  compromising  site  integrity  to  the  point  that  "the  visual 
texture...  would  be  completely  lost."  Because  the  costs  of 
Alternatives  3,  4,  and  7  are  comparable,  what  is  really  being  weighed  are 
public  convenience  and  safety  against  preservation  of  a  structure  which 
will  have  come  tragically  close  to  complete  loss  of  integrity.  In  other 
words,  is  very  limited  bridge  preservation  worth  maintenance  of  a  poor 
alignment,  narrower  bridge  width,  and  driver  inconvenience  for  the  two 
year  construction  period?  We  continue  to  believe  that  the  answer  is  no. 

I  suggest  that,  if  this  letter  does  not  adequately  address  your  concerns 
about  the  project,  you  contact  me  directly  by  telephone  and/or  arrange 
an  on-site  visit  in  Great  Falls.  I  look  forward  to  your  reply. 

Sincerely, 

Original  Signed  by 
W.  5.  DUNBAR 

William  S.   Dunbar 

Planning  and  Program  Development  Engineer 

Enclosure 

cc.  State  -  M.  Rossillon 

cc.  SHPO  -  M.  She rfy 

cc.  A.  Desch  -  MDOH  Urban  Planning 

cc.  S.  Stephens  -  Atwood-Hinzman 


Advisory 
Council  On 
Historic 
Preservation 


*• 


MA;i.  BOUTZ 


The  Old  Post  C:?ice  Building 

liCO  Pennsylvania  Avenue.  NW,  #809 

Washington.  DC  20004 


Reply  to: 


T 3 0  S i m in s~5fre etrKooJB,.-i:jj?|..  ■ 


Golden 


j3kjrada-8Q40i-^-^ 
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June    28,     1988 

Mr.  William  S.  Dunbar 

Planning  and  Program  Development  Engineer 

Federal  Highway  Administration 

Drawer  10056 

Helena,  MT   59626 


REF :  Request  of  Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA)  for  the 
Council's  comments  in  accordance  with  Section  106  of  the 
National  Historic  Preservation  Act  on  the  proposed 
replacement  of  the  Tenth  Street  Bridge  in  Great  Falls, 
Montana 


i        ;        !  M  Pjflto^rsmmclry 

TTP7 


h. 


'2.  lit 


Dear    Mr.    Dunbar: 


This  letter  is  to  acknowledge  the  documentation  recently  provided 
the  Council  on  this  undertaking.   We  have  reviewed  that  material, 
discussed  this  matter  further  with  the  Montana  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer  and  others,  and  concluded  that  there  are 
prudent  and  feasible  alternatives  to  the  destruction  of  the 
entirety  of  the  historic  Tenth  Street  Bridge  in  Great  Falls.   We 
have  also  concluded  that  sufficient  historic  character  would 
survive  the  alteration  of  the  bridge  to  justify  implementation  of 
either  alternative  3  or  4. 

Because  consultations  among  the  Council,  Montana  SHPO,  and  FHWA 
have  not  resulted  in  a  mutually  acceptable  solution  regarding 
this  undertaking,  it  may  be  necessary  to  proceed  with 
implementation  of  the  Council's  regulations  in  accordance  with  36 
CFR  800.5(e)(6) —  "Ending  Consultation."   If  that  section  of  the 
regulations  is  implemented,  the  Council  will  comment  to  the 
Administrator  of  FHWA.   The  staff  will  recommend  that  the  Council 
advise  that  there  appear  to  be  prudent  and  feasible  alternatives 
to  the  proposed  undertaking.   In  light  of  the  current  situation, 
does  FHWA  wish  to  reconsider  its  selected  alternative  for  this 
undertaking ,  request  the  Council's  comments  in  accordance  with 
§800 . 5 ( e  )  ( 6  )  ,  or  take  some  other  approach  to  completing 
compliance  with  §106? 


If  there  are  questions  or  if  we  may  be  of  assistance,  please 
contact  Brit  Storey  of  this  office  at  (303)  236-2682  or  at 
776-2632  on  the  FTS  system. 

S  incerely , 


Robert  Fink 
Chief,  Western  Division 
of  Project  Review 


State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

Montana  Historical  Society 

Mailing  Address:  225  Norrh  Roberts  •  Keiena,  MT  59620-9990 
Crrice  Address:  102  Broadway  •  Helena,  MT  •  (406)  444-7715 


Secrember  27,   1983 


Stephen  C.   Fclcgi,   Chief 
Preconstrucricn  Bureau 
Montana  Department  cf  Highways 

2701  Prcscect  Avenue 
Helena,   MT     59623 

Re:     Draft  Environmental  Assessment/Section  4(f) 
EKM  5211(2),  10th- Street  Bridge,  Great  Falls 

Dear  Steve: 

Thank  ycu  for  the  opportunity  to  ccmment  on  the  draft  EIS  and  4(f)  statement 
identified  above.  Cur  February  8,  1988  letter  continues  to  summarize  our 
thinking.  We  do  find,  in  short,  that  there  are  prudent  and  feasible  alternatives 
to  the  demolition  of  the  10th  Street  Bridge. 

Sincerely, 

Marcella  Sherfy,    *  0 

State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 

MDCH 


I 
I 

I 
I 
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Robert  Fink 

Western  Division  of  Project  Review 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 

7 CO  Zi?Mii  Street,  Room  450 

Golden,  CO  S04G1 

Deer  iV.  Fink: 

Subject:  BHl-i  5211(2)  10th  Street  Bridge 
Great  Fulls,  MT 


In  response  to  your  letter  dated  June  28,  we  have  seriously  considered 
our  options  regarding  the  proposed  10th  Street  Bridge  project.  Given  the 
extremely  deteriorated  condition  of  the  existing  bridge,  the  poor  alignment 
of  the  south  end,  the  need  for  a  larger  facility,  and  the  absence  of  anyone 
willing  co  take  responsibility  for  the  existing  Drldge,  the  Federal  Highway 
Aclr.;1n1  strati  on  (FHWA)  continues  to  support  the  preference  of  the  Montana 
Department  of  Highways  (HT  DOH),  Cascade  County,  and  the  City  of  Great 
Falls  to  construct  a  Ninth  Street  connector  bridge  that  will  bypass  the 
historic  Tenth  Street  Bridge.  A  description  of  the  preferred  alternative 
and  a  short  summary  of  reasons  for  rejecting  the  other  alternatives  are 
enclosed.  we  agree  that  the  consultations  among  the  FHWA,  the  Montana 
Scale  Historic  Preservation  Officer  (SHPO),  and  the  Advisory  Council  on 
Historic  Preservation  (ACHP)  have  not  resulted  1n  a  mutually  acceptable 
solution.  The  FHWA  concludes  that  further  consultation  will  not  be 
productive  and  In  accordance  with  Section  600.5(e)(6)  hereby  terminates 
the  consultation  process  and  requests  the  Advisory  Council's  comments  1n 
accoraance  with  Section  800.6(b).  By  copy  of  this  lecter  we  are  notifying 
all  other  consulting  parties  of  this  request. 

Since  the  initiation  of  the  consultation  process  1n  September  1567,  we 
have  provided  all  consulting  parties  with  almost  all  of  the  Information 
itemized  in  Section  200.8(d).  Rather  than  provide  all  this  information 
again  we  will  list  the  documentation  which  has  already  been  provided  and 
the  new  material  that  1s  enclosed  to  this  request  1s  noted  by  an  asterisk  *: 

1.  Description  of  undertaking:  Draft  Environmental 
Assessment  (EA)  pages  1-10,  18-21  and  31-32;  Section  106 
Determination  of  Effect  pages  2-3;  and  Section  4(f)  Evaluation 
page  1. 

2.  Description  of  efforts  to  Identify  the  historic  properties: 
Historic  bridges  1n  Montana  1902  pages  53-54;  EA  pages  2 
ana  31-32;  Section  106  Determination  of  Effect  page  2;  Section 
4(f)  Evaluation  pages  2-3. 


3.  Description  of  the  historic  properties:  Historic  Bridges 
1n  Montana  pages  53-54;  Section  106  Determination  of  Effect 
page  2;  the  Historic  American  Engineering  Record  (HAER) 
Inventory  card  in  the  EA;  EA  figures  3-6;  Section  4(f) 
Evaluation  page  2. 

4.  Description  of  the  effects  on  the  historic  property:  EA 
pages  12-18  and  31-32;  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  pages  3-7; 
Section  106  Determination  of  Effect  pages  2-5. 

5.  Description  and  evaluation  of  alternatives  or  mitigation 
measures:  EA  pages  12-22  and  figures  7-12;  Section  4(f) 
Evaluation  pages  8-9  and  attachments;  Section  106  Determination 
of  Effect  pages  3-6  and  attachments;  10th  Street  Bridge 
Pedestrian  Rehabilitation  Study  and  Concept-Economic  Study 
10th  Street  Bridge  vs.  9th  Street  Connector. 

6.  Description  of  alternatives  or  mitigation  measures  considered 
but  not  selected  and  the  reasons:  EA  pages  12-17;  Section 
4(f)  Evaluation  pages  4-7;  Section  106  Determination  of  Effect 
pages  3-5;  10th  Street  Bridge  Pedestrian  Rehabilitation  Study; 
and  Concept-Economic  Study  10th  Street  Bridge  vs,  9th  Street 
Connector. 

7.  Documentation  of  consultation  with  the  SHP0:  EA  attachments 
include  the  letter  from  SHP0  to  MT  D0H  dated  February  8,  1988. 
Letter  to  the  SHP0  dated  January  25,  1908  is  enclosed  for 
your  information.  * 

8.  Description  of  efforts  to  obtain  the  views  of  others:  EA 
pages  v-v1 »  39,  and  attachments  include  letters  from  City 
of  Great  Falls  dated  June  9,  1987,  and  from  Cascade  County 
dated  September  29,  1S87  and  numerous  newspaper  articles. 

9.  Traffic  Analysis  * 

10.  Copies  of  summaries  of  any  written  views  submitted  to  the 
FHWA  or  Montana  Department  of  Highways:  EA  attachments  include 
letters  from  the  City,  the  County,  the  SHP0,  the  ACHP,  the 
Great  Falls  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce,  and  newspaper  articles. 

11.  Summary  of  Alternatives  Considered  on  the  10th  Street  Bridge 
Project  in  Great  Falls  * 

Unless  we  hear  from  you  to  the  contrary,  we  expect  that  within  sixty  (60) 
days  of  receipt  of  this  package  you  will  provide  the  comments  of  the  ACHP 
to  the  head  of  the  agency  requesting  this  comment  (Mr.  Robert  E.  Farrls, 
Federal  Highway  Administrator.  400  7th  Street,  Washington,  D.C.  20590 
Attn:  Mr.  Roger  K.  Scott)  1n  accordance  with  Section  800.6(b). 

Sincerely, 
Oriflinal  Signed  by 

Division  Administrator 

Enclosures 


y§§&      United  States  Department  of  the  interior- 

OFFICE  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROJECT  REVIEW/  /j  J^X  JO  A 


WASHINGTON,  DC.     20240     ■-— 


_'_.  k:y0fl±^i22!!gl.  i     1 


ER  88/382 


Mr.  Roger  K.  Scott 
Division  Administrator 
Federal  Highway  Administration 
301  South  Park,  Drawer  10056 
Helena,  Montana  59626 

Dear  Mr.  Scott: 

This  responds  to  your  request  for  the  Department  of  the  Interior's  comments  on  the  draft 
environmental  assessment  and  Section  4(f)  evaluation  for  10th  Street  Bridge,  Great  Falls, 
Cascade  County,  Montana. 

SECTION  4(f)  COMMENTS 

We  concur  that  there  are  no  feasible  and  prudent  alternatives  to  the  proposed  use  of  the 
historic  10th  Street  Bridge  and  land  from  Riverside  Park  by  Alternative  G,  the  preferred 
alternative.  Alternative  F,  which  provides  for  preservation  of  the  old  bridge  and 
construction  of  a  new  bridge,  would  be  (as  the  document  suggests)  the  best  alternative. 
However,  we  agree  that  the  lack  of  public  interest  in  funding  rehabilitation  of  the  old 
bridge  precludes  further  consideration  of  Alternative  F. 

We  also  concur  with  the  measures  to  minimize  harm  listed  in  the  evaluation.  Especially 
noteworthy  are  the  provisions  for  careful  recording  of  the  existing  10th  Street  Bridge 
before  it  is  removed.  In  addition,  we  recommend  that  parkland  used  by  the  new  bridge  be 
replaced,  and/or  that  appropriate  compensation  (earmarked  for  park  and  recreation 
development)  be  paid  to  the  City,  in  order  to  maintain  the  recreational  land  base  m 
Great  Falls. 

SUMMARY  COMMENTS 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  has  no  objection  to  Section  4(f)  approval  of  this  project, 
providing  that  appropriate  mitigation  measures  are  incorporated  into  final  project  plans. 


Sincerely  yours, 


ruce  Blancnard,  Director 


cc: 

Mr.  Stephen  C.  Kologi 

Chief,  Preconstruction  Bureau 

Montana  Department  of  Highways 

2701  Prospect 

Helena,  Montana  59620 


Advisory 
Council  On 
Historic 
Preservation 


The  Old  Post  Office  Building 

1100  Pennsylvania  Avenue.  NW.  #809 

Washington.  DC  20004 


DE-      2  1288 


Robert  E.  Farris 

Administrator 

Federal  Highway  Administration 

Department  of  Transportation 

400  Seventh  Street,  SW 

Washington,  D.C.   20590 

REF:  BHM  5211(2)  10th  Street  Bridge 
Great  Falls,  Montana 
Proposed  demolition  and.  replacement 

Dear  Mr.  Farris: 

On  behalf  of  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation,  I  am 
forwarding  to  you  comments  on  the  proposed  demolition  of  the  10th 
Street  Bridge  in  Great  Falls,  Montana.  These;  comments  are 
provided  to  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA)  in 
accordance  with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation 
Act  for  your  consideration  in  reaching  a  final  decision  on  this 
project. 

The  10th  Street  Bridge,  a  property  listed  on  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places,  was  built  in  1920  as  an  eight  span, 
reinforced  concrete  bridge  1,130  feet  long,  making  it  the  longest 
and  oldest  bridge  of  its  kind  in  Montana.  The  Montana  State 
Historic  Preservation  Officer  (SHPO)  observes  that  the  10th 
Street  Bridge  exists  as  "the  most  elegant,  best  designed  concrete 
arched  bridge  in  the  state".  It  is  apparent  that  a  great  deal  of 
the  existing  bridge's  aesthetic  appeal  is  derived  from  its 
gracefully  arched  structural  support. 

It  is  clear  that  any  of  the  seven  alternatives  discussed  by  FHWA 
will  have  an  adverse  effect  upon  the  10th  Street  Bridge.  It  is 
also  clear  that  the  bridge,  especially  its  decking,  is  in  need  of 
repairs,  but  that  the  structural  arches  are  capable  of 
reinforcement  in  order  to  continue  service.  Under  the  preferred 
alternative,  the  bridge  would  be  demolished,  once  the  new  9th 
Street  Bridge  was  constructed  and  open  to  vehicular  traffic. 


^ 

_> 


Other  alternatives  will  likewise  cause  an  adverse  effect  on  the 
10th  Street  Bridge,  but  not  to  the  extent  of  demolition.  Several 
alternatives  consider  retention  and  reinforcement  of  the  present 
structural  system  in  order  to  accommodate  a  new,  widened  roadbed 
while  retaining  the  existing  arched  structure  as  a  visual 
element.  The  significant  historic  and  architectural  qualities  of 
the  10th  Street  Bridge,  as  well  as  the  relationship  of  this 
structure  to  a  riverside  park,  render  it  deserving  of  every 
consideration  before  reaching  a  final  decision  which  would 
destroy  those  qualities. 

Accordingly,  the  Council  recommends  that  FHWA  consider  additional 
alternatives  to  demolition,  including  use  of  the  existing, 
renovated  bridge  as  a  one-way  couplet  in  conjunction  with  a  new 
bridge  of  smaller  design  or  with  another  existing  bridge. 

Several  points  within  the  materials  provided  by  FHWA  warrant  your 
additional  consideration.  Our  concerns  center  around  the 
following : 


1.  Based  upon  documentation  provided,  we  would  agree  with 
the  SHPO ' s  comment  that  the  accident  rate  figures  are 
less  than  compelling  as  a  reason  to  abandon  the 
geometries  currently  in  place  at  the  old  bridge's 
southern  approach.  Yet,  it  is  this  accident  rate  which 
FHWA  uses  as  its  reason  to  reject  the  alternatives  for 
rehabilitating  the  existing  bridge. 

2.  The  comparative  costs  presented  for  the  various 
alternatives  require  clarification.  It  is  not  clear 
from  the  documentation  whether  the  projected  cost  of 
the  proposed  new  bridge  is  all  inclusive,  i.e., 
includes  the  expense  of  new  approaches  and  the  cost  of 
demolishing  the  existing  bridge  ($500,000).  The 
Council  also  notes  that  the  estimated  costs  of  the 
rejected  rehabilitation  alternatives  are  generally 
lower  than  that  assumed  for  constructing  a  new  bridge, 
until  the  "indirect  costs"  to  motorists  of  $876,000  are 
added . 

Your  consideration  of  these  comments  will  be  appreciated.   A 
noted  in  36  CFR  Section  800.6(c)(2),  the  Council  anticipate 
receiving  a  report  of  your  consideration  of  these  comments 
your  final  decision  regarding  this  project. 


Sincerely, 


s 
s 
and 


Chairman 


/ 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDERAL   HIGHWAY  ADMINISTRATION 

WASHINGTON.  D.C.    20590 


OFFICE   OF 
THE   ADMINISTRATOR 


December  12,  1988 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO: 


HEV-20 


Mr.  John  F.W.  Rogers 
Chairman,  Advisory  Council  on 

Historic  Preservation 
1100  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  NW.,  #809 
Washington,  D.C.  20004 

Dear  Mr.  Rogers: 

I  have  received  your  comments  on  behalf  of  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic 
Preservation  on  the  10th  Street  Bridge  project  1n  Great  Falls,  Montana.  I  am 
forwarding  your  comments  to  the  Federal  Highway  Administration's  Division 
Administrator  in  Montana,  Mr.  Roger  K.  Scott,  as  he  1s  the  appropriate  agency 
official  1n  this  case. 

Let  me  assure  you  that  Mr.  Scott  will  consider  your  comments  1n  reaching  a 
final  decision  and  will  report  that  decision  to  the  Advisory  Council. 


>rt'  E.   Farris 

iral   Highway  Administrator 


BMgMIEj 


December  22.  1983 


Department  of  Highways 
Public  Hearing  Office 
2701  Prospect  Avenue 
Helena,  Mt.  59620 

Dear  Sirs: 


Although  I  was  unable  to  attend  the  December  public  hearing  in  Great  Falls, 
I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  formally  comment  on  the  proposed 
demolition  of  the  19th  Street  Bridge  here  in  Great  Falls. 

It  appears  to  me  that  the  preferred  FHWA  alternatives  would  destroy  a  signifi- 
cant, local  historical  recource.  Great  Falls  has  had  many  historic  structures 
demolished,  for  which  there  seems  to  be  a  great  deal  of  after-the-fact  regret. 
As  a  result  of  a  "Lets  tear  it  down  approach,"  Great  Falls  has  lost  many 
wonderful  historic  resources.  Therefore,  in  the  interest  of  looking  to  what 
will  be  left  for  the  future,  it  is  imperative  now  that  each  decision  to 
demolish  must  absolutely  be  the  best  alternative,  not  just  a  political,  quick 
fix.  ._....  -.  I 

If  safety  to  the  southern  approach  is  the  concern,  I  would  suggest  the  Highway 
Department  consider  reworking  thoroughfares  with  more  compelling  accident 
rates  such  as  the  Vaughn  highway  where  there  have  been  countless  accidents 
in  the  last  year,  several  of  which  were  fatal. 

If  money  is  the  concern,  jt  would,  seem  that  there  needs  to  be  more  clarifi- 
cation of  costs.  I  also  have  heard  comments  noting  how  the  bridge  has  been 
allowed  to  fall  deeper  into  disrepair,  making  its  demolition  more  easily 
"justified."  If  that  is  so,  it  seems  like  a  terrible  waste  of  money  resources- 

I  would  urge  planners  to  examine  every  possible  alternative  fully  to  insure 
the  rightness  of  a  decision.  There  must  be  other  viable  options,  such  as 
the  Historic  Preservation  Advisory  Commissions  recommendation  to  use  it  as 
a  one-way  couplet  in  conjunction  with  a  new  bridge. 

I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 


.  «•*•.•. 


Cindy~~Mams,  Director 

CA/jf  i/__j  ____.. 
cc.Marcella  Sherfy 


SOCIETY 
•     '      MUSEUM  •_  ARCHIVES  jr.  - 

.r  _z:'-.  1400  first  Avenue,  north;  ."-- 
->- "  Great  f 2lls;  Montana  5940 1  -3299~ 
Telephone  405  452-3462  ' 
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L: ll'Ju^..  Cascade      County 


*hi»monj     f40»i  rsi-sroo 
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December  22,  19:3 


Mr.  Thomas  J^Barnard,  P.E. 
Administrator,  Engineering  Division 
Montana  >EJepartnent  of  Highways 
Helena<  Montana   59620 

Dear  Mr.  Barnard: 
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The  purpose  of  -his  letter  is  to  reconfirm  the  position  of  the 
Cascade  County  Commission  regarding  the  preferred  design 
alternative  for  the  proposed  9th  Street  Connector/lOth  Street  North 
Bridge  Project. 


On  December  22, 
representation  : 
Department  of  K 

consider  coroner. 
hearing  on  the 
Advisory  Counci 
December  2,  198; 


1988,  a  meeting  was  held  in  Great  Falls  involving 
:rom  the  City,  the  County,  the  Planning  Board,  the 
i.ghways  and  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  to 
;s  provided  during  the  December  14,  1933  public 

project  and  additional  comments  provided  by  the 
1  on  Historic  Preservation,   in  a  letter  dated 


Although  many  of  us  appreciate  the  appearance  of  the  Old  Bridge  and 
would  like  to  see  it  preserved  for  aesthetic,  historical  and 
sentimental  reasons,  this  is  not  realistic.  The  basic  need  in  the 
community  is  construction  of  a  new  four  lane  facility  as  a  critical 
link  in  the  corn-unity  transportation  network  which  will  provide  a 
long-lived  facility  to  serve  the  traveling  public  for  at  least  the 
next  50  years.  Problemc  inherent  with  the  old  10th  Street  Morth 
Bridge  including: 

1)  severely  deteriorated  structural  condition; 

2)  an  alignment  and  location  which  is  incompatible  with 
9th  Sireet  on  the  South; 

3)  serious  doubts  if  the  Bridge  sub-structure  could 
survive  partial  demolition  and  subsequent  deck 
reconstruction  above;  and, 

4)  the  inappropriateness  of  a  new  wide  four  lane 
contemporary  deck  overshadowing  the  width  of  the 
original  sub-structure  which  would  conflict  with  the 

•  appearance  of  what  would  be  left  of  the  original 
design,  and  character  of  the  original  bridge, 
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Mr.  Tom  3arnard 

Montana  Department  of  Highways 

Page  2 
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ail  dictate  that  it  is  unrealistic  to  try  and  integrate  part  o 
the  eld  3ridge  with  the  needed  new  facility. 

The  County  Commission  has  further  considered  its  previous  positio 
and  has  come  to  the  sane  conclusion  as  that  previously  stated  i 
a  letter  to  you,  dated  September  29,  1937,  a  copy  of  which  i 
attached. 

We  herewith  restate  that  sufficient  time  and  opportunity  have  bee 
afforded  the  community  to  express  interest  in  and  to  provid> 
support  for  saving  the  bridge.  We  are  not  aware  of  any  curren- 
organized  effort  to  do  so,  since  the  Save  Our  Bridge  grouj 
abandoned  its  preservation  efforts,  over  1-1/2  years  ago 
Additionally,  Cascade  County  is  not  interested  in  assumin< 
ownership,  maintenance  responsibilities  or  liability  for  th< 
bridge,  nor  the  obligation  for  eventual  demolition.  It  can 
therefore,  be  concluded  that  significant  local  interest  anc 
financial  support  to  save  the  old  bridge  are  lacking.  Further 
since  the  characteristics  and  problems  inherent  with  the  old  bridg< 
are  incompatible  with  the  long-range  public  needs  for  a  net 
facility,  efforts  should  now  be  directed  toward  constructing  a  neT. 
9th  Street  Connector  Bridge,  including  demolition  of  the  old  10t| 
Street  North  Bridge. 

Sincerely, 


BOARD  OF  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 


DFxCTTSCADE  COUNT" 


Patrick  A.  Ryan,  Chairman 

,-V     X    .  rk  L>v\  r\^  m  *~s 

Whita^ferAMei 
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?at*Q7  nab, 


Richard  G.  Gasvoda,  Member 


Attach:   Sept.  29,  1987  Letter 

cc:   John  Mooney,  Planning  Director 
Bob  Batista,  County  Surveyor 
Bob  Stockwell,  City  Manager 
Gene  Stettler,  MDOH  District  Engineer 


C&*{  GREAT FALLS  M*&&  ..--....a, 

P.  O.  BOX  5021  TELEPHONE  406  /  727-5331 


January  4,  1939 

■  *  r._  — 

Mr.  Thomas  J ..Barnard,  P.E. 

Administra-tor,  Engineering  Division  ~ 

Mont:anaxl5epar'tnent  of  Highways  --;.' 

Helepa^  Montana   59620  :-_.  [""! 

Dear  Mr.  Barnard: 

During  a  City  Commission  meeting  held  on  January  3,  1989,  the  10th 
Street  North/ 9th  Street  Connector  Bridge  Project  was  again 
presented  to  the  City  Commission  for  consideration  and  review. 

At  the  meeting,  Commissioners  were  provided  copies  of  the  following 
documents  which  are  also  attached  hereto. 


1.    A  November,  1988  Chronology  of  Support  for  the  Proposed 

9th  Street  Connector  Bridge. 

<S-r A  copy  of  tho  July  20; — 1057  Funding  Agrooment  9th  Street 

-Connector  Bridgow 
3.    A  copy  of  a  Dec.  1,  1988  Information  Sheet  in  support  of 

the  9th  Street  Connector  Bridge  which  was  used  in  part 

for  the  Mayor's  statement  during  the  December  14,  1933 

Public  Hearing  on  the  project. 

Commissioners  are  aware  of  the  December  14,  1983  Public  Hearing  and 
were  provided  a  copy  of  the  December  2  and  15,  1983  letters 
pertaining  to  the  project  as  received  from  the  National  Council  on 
Historic  Preservation  and  the  Federal  Highway  Administration, 
respectively. 


It  is 
9th 
Addit 
Stree 
to  tr 


the  continued  consensus  of  the  City  Commission  to  suppor 
Street   North   Connector   Bridge   design   alterna 
icnally,  the  Commission  supports  the  removal  of  the 
t  North  Bridge,  once  the  new  bridge  is  constructed  and 
affic. 
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Mr.  7r-.cr.as  J.  Barnard,  P.Z. 
Men-ana  Department  cf  Highways 

P ac s  2 

The  Ccr.r.issicn  further  encourages  the  Montana  Department  of 
Highways  and  Federal  Highway  Administration  to  expeditiously  select 
a  final  design  alternative  so  that  the  bridge  project  can  proceed. 

Thank  you  for  your  continued  support  in  the  reconstruction  of  this 
vital  link  in  the  Great  Falls/Cascade  County  major  street  network. 

Sincerely, 

*'  Ardi  Aiken 
Mayor 

Attach:   1)  Chronology 
2 )  Agreement 
■,       3)  Information  Sheet 

cc:   Robert  Stcckwell,  City  Manager 

Erl  Tufte,  Public  Works  Director 

John  Mooney,  Planning  Director 

Gene  Stettler,  MDOH  District  Engineer 
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November,    1933 


CHRONOLOGY   0~    SUPPORT 
FOR   THE    PROPOSED 
9TH    STREET   NORTH   CONNECTOR    BRIDGE 


ua  te 


Grouo 


Statement   of   Suooort 


larcn 


1936 


City   &  County    Conn. 


Oct.    15,    19  3  6 


Oct.    21,    1936 


Nov.    2=,    19  56 


Asr . 


1937 


May    29.    19  37 


1937 


Planning   3oard 


City    Connission 


Policy   Coord.    Comn. 


Chamber  of   Commerce 


Policy   Coord.    Conn. 


County    Connission 


Jul/    22/21,    19  37        City    &  County    Conn. 


Sept.    29,    1937 


County    Connission 


Joint  letter    to   Department  of 
Highways    recommending    that    the  9th 
Street  Connector   Bridge   alignment 
be   studied    and    that   the  10th  Street 
Bridge   be   removed. 

Letter    to   Department  of   Highways 
endorsing   a   realigned   bridge    to 
eliminate    the  "S"    carve   and    the  use 
of    the  old  bridge. 

Letter    to  Department  of   Highways 
to   endorse   a   realigned  bridge   and 
to   forego    the  historical    significance 
of    the  old  bridge . 

Motion   to    endorse   realigned   bridge. 

Letter    to   Country   Commission 
recommending   9th  Street  North 
Connector   Bridge   with  demolition  of 
the    10th  Street  North  Bridge 

Motion    to    demolish  old  bridge    and 
build   9th   Street  North  Connector 
Bridge    (Letter    to   Dep  t.    of   Highways, 
dated   June  9 ,    1937) 

Letter    to   Department  of    Highways 
that  preservation  of    old   bridge    is 
net    feasible   and    reconnend    "new" 

b  r  id  ge  . 

Jointly   appro-zed    an  agreement  with 
the  Department  of    Highways    for  joint 
funding    of    a  9th   Street  North 
Connector   Bridge. 

Letter    to   Department   of    Highways 
stating    there    is   no   strong   local 
support    to    save    the   old  bridge    and 
that  construction  of    a  9th   Street 
North   Connector   Br  id  ge.  shoul  d   be 
purs  ued  . 
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Dec.  1,  1933 

INFORMATION  SHEET 

FOR  USE  IN  PREPARING  A 

STATEMENT  OF  SUPPORT 

FOR  THE 

9TH  STREET  NORTH  CONNECTOR  ERI EGE  PROJECT 


Background/Need : 

10th  Street  North  Bridge  was  built  in  192- . 

Reconstruction/relocation  of  the  bridge  hes  been 
reconnended  since  as  early  as  1963. 

Bridge  was  closed  from  late  1974  to  late  1375  due  to 
deteriorated   bridge   deck.     It  was   reopened   after   the 
City/Ccunty/State  funded  a  "band-aid"  repair  costing  $275,000. 
Lead  lir.it  was  reduced  to  8,000  pounds.    The  repair  was 
forecast  to  last  3-5  years. 

-  ,  Bridge  has  the  potential  of  being  closed  at  any  tir.e  and  this 
could  adversely  affect  thousands  of  road  users  on  a  daily 
basis  costing  then  tine  and  money. 

Bridge  currently  (1937)  carries  11,500  vehicles  per  day. 

Bridge  carries  traffic  volumes  which  are  relatively  similar 
to  volumes  en  the  15th  Street  North  Bridge  of  14,700  vehicles 
per  day. 

Traffic  volumes  diverted  to  the  15th  St.  Eridge  in  the  event 
of  the  closure  or  ncn-replacene.nt  of  the  10th  St.  Bridge  would 
overload  the  signalized  intersections  at  each  end  of  the  15th 
St.  No.  Bridge  .and  create  congestion  and  delays  at  peak 
traffic  periods. 

When  compared  to  other  Federal-Aid  Urban  System  (FAU)  bridges 
in  the  State,  the  10th  Street  North  Bridge  has  the  lowest 
sufficiency  rating  of  2.0  from  a  possible  maximum  rating  of 
100,  that  is,  it  is  in  the  worst  condition  of  all  FAU  bridges 
in  the  State. 

Bridge  serves  as  a  vital  link  in  the  Great  Fells  street  system 
by  providing  direct  access  to  the  downtown  area  for  Rivervie-./, 
Black  Eagle,  and  U.S.  87  traffic.  9th  Street  North,  including 
the  loth  Street  Bridge,  is  the  only  roadway  which  provides 
through  north/south  access  across  the  lower  North 
Side/Downtcwn/Lower  Southside  area. 
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In  March  1935,  the  City  and  County  Commissions  jointly 
requested  the  Montana  Department  of  Highways  to  investigate 
the  design  alternative  now  referenced  as  the  9th  St.  No. 
Czr.r.zc-zr    Bridge.   Additionally ,     the  Commissions  advocated 

removal  of  the  existing  bridge. 

Cn  October  21,  193  6,  the  City  Commission  endorsed  a  realigned 
bridge  (9th  St.  Connector  Eridge)  and  took  the  position  to 
forego  the  historical  significance  of  the  eld  bridge  in  order 
to  assure  a  better  roadway  alignment  and  transportation 
facility.  The  Commission  also  stated  its  willingness  to  fund 
and  construct  a  new  south  approach  to  the  realigned  bridge. 

On  July  20,  19  37,  the  City  and  County  Commissions  jointly 
approved  an  agreement  with  the  Montana  Department  of  Highways 
for  joint  funding  of  the  9th  St.  Connector  Bridge  and  for 
placement  of  the  bridge  project  as  the  number  1  local  priority 
for  use  of  Federal-Aid  Urban  System  Funds. 

On  November  1,  1933,  the  City  Commission  extended  the  City  tax 
increment  program  by  amending  the  downtown  revitalization  area 
plan  to  include  a  multi-million  dollar  package  of  projects  and 
by  authorizing  the  sale  of  bends  to  finance  the  projects. 
Included  in  the  proposed  package  is  construction  cf  a  new 
south  approach  to  the  9th  Street  Connector  Eridge,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $73  5,000.   The  cost  breakdown  follows:  . 

-  Construct  new  approach  from  River  Drive  to 
R.R.  Bridge  ($240,000) 

-  Reconstruct  R.R.  bridge  ($350,000) 

-  Reconstruct  9th  St.  to  4  lanes  from  R.R.  bridge 
to  8th  Avenue  No.  ($195,000). 

The  County  Commission,  City-Ccunty  Planning  Board,  Great  Falls 
Policy  Coordinating  Committee,  and  Great  Falls  Area  Chamber 
cf  Commerce  are  also  on  record  in  support -of  the  9th  Street 
Connector  Eridge  and  removal  of  the  10th  Street  Bridge. 

Efforts  to  save  the  10th  Street  Bridge  have  not  materialized 
beyond  the  proposed  "MacKenzie  Concept"  which  was  ended  due 
to  limited  community  support  to  finance  the  costly  proposal. 
No  entity  in  the  community  is  willing  to  accept  the 
responsibility  for  maintenance,  liability,  and  eventual 
demolition  of  the  Old  Bridge  if  it  is  to  remain. 


January  13,  1939 

fir.  John  F.  W.  Rogers 
Chairman,  Advisory  Council  on 

Historic  Preservation 
1100  Pennsylvania  Avenue*  WW.,  #809  RP^<-n*?rr* 

Washington,  0.  C.  20CC4  "^^Cl.'tU 

Dear  Mr.  Rogers:  JAN  lg  jagg 

Subject:  Montana  BHH  5211(2)  ttTCM  Kr.:Il#5r  af  d^vx. 

Response  to  Council  Cenwents  25SW;? »:* *  gjv* -•/ 

per  26  CFR  Section  3G0.b(c)(2) 

Thcnk  yeu  for  your  Deceaher  2,  1982  letter  concerning  the  ICth  Street  Bridge 
in  Great  Falls,  Ftontana.  We  apologize  for  the  delay  1n  responding  but 
took  your  letter  to  the  involved  city,  county  and  state  officials  for  their 
consideration  prior  to  reaching  a  final  decision  en  this  project.  Their 
letters  are  enclosed  for  your  Information. 

Based  on  your  letter  and  especially  the  points  you  felt  warranted  further 
consideration,  one  wonders  1f  we  may  have  been  too  close  to  the  project 
and  regret  any  incor.venienca  due  to  unclear  presentations.  The  project 
has  been  a  longer  than  usual  evolutionary  design  process.  Due  to  tfrt 
elegance  of  rhis  arch  bridge,  v^ry  serious  consideration  was  given  to  designs 
that  would  preserve  the  arches  early  1n  the  project  develorsient  process. 
Everything  was  certainly  heading  that  way  when  the  rpjrwval  of  the  old 
Milwaukee  separation  south  of  the  bridge  opened  up  a  new  opportunity  to 
eliminate  one  very  substandard  curve  and  one  ninicura  standard  curve.  We 
st.icicc  the  safety  of  the  existing  alignment  and  although  the  record  Is 
not  overly  persuasive  as  to  the  hazards  that  exist,  those  statistics  plus 
the  very  substandard  nature  of  the  alignment  and  our  experience  nationally 
leacs  us  to  the  conclusion  that  the  9th  Street  Bridge  location  Is  safer 
2nd  more  desirable.  Sharp  horizontal  curves  on  arterial  streets  are  always 
a  potential  hazard  especially  with  snow  and  Ice  conaitions  as  occur  1n 
Great  Falls,  "ontana. 

Other  significant  factors  were  considered.  The  existing  bridge  1s  In 
extremely  poor  condition.  Only  cars  and  under  four-ton  trucks  are  allowed. 
The  balustered  rail  1s  disintegrating  and  the  spandrel  columns  and  deck 
are  net  salvageable.  Therefore*  even  though  we  used  the  10th  Street 
location,  the  10th  Street  Bridge  would  not  be  preserved.  All  that  would 
remain  *ould  be  the  arches  or  rehabilitated  and  wider  arches. 


Costs  are  always  a  consideration.  The  new  ?th  Street  Sricge  ccsplete  with 
approaches  is  estimated  at  i5.i  HllUcn.  Tno  10th  Street  alternatives 
cost  >4.6  nilHon  for  a  comparable  bridge.  You  nentioned  tha  additional 
$G76,t'C0  "Indirect  tests"  resulting  from  detourlng  traffic  if  the  10th 
Street  location  was  selected.  These  arc  "real  ccSts"  to  the  rtotcrists 
of  Great  Falls  as  they  travel  the  extra  niles  for  two  yeers  while  the  bridge 
would  be  closed  during  rehabilitation.  when  all  costs  are  considered, 
tne  9th  Street  location  is  tnore  economical. 

A  one-way  couplet  proposal  ycu  rentioned  was  also  discussed  and  would  be 
very  rcucn  rcore  costly  (easily  several  million  dollars),  we  wculd  have 
to  build  a  now  two-lane  bridge  and  then  completely  rehabilitate  the  existing 
bridge.  The  scenic  value  of  the  arches  would  be  virtually  destroyed  on 
the  upstreao  side  by  the  presence  of  the  new  pndge. 

Finally,  we  asiced  all  levels  of  government  if  anyone  was  interested  in 
preserving  the  old  bridge  at  Its  present  location  assuming  the  Sth  Street 
Bridge  was  built.  iter  thougnt  was  no  one  knows  that  the  future  holds, 
so  if  the  bridge  was  not  demolished  it  v*culd  b*  available  for  park, 
recreation  or  historic  preservation  purposes.  Given  the  deteriorated 
condition  tiie  eventual  cost  of  demolition,  and  the  liability  Involved  in 
owning  the  old  structure,  no  agency  wants  it. 

After  evaluating  all  of  the  above  considerations  we  conclude  that  the  only 
feasible*  and  prucer.t  alternative  is  to  builci  a  new  four  lut;e  structure 
on  trie  9th  Street  alignment  and  daisolisb  the  existing  ICth  Street  Bridge. 
Of  course  we  will  assure  that  photographs,  plans,  and  a  written  history 
of  the  old  bridge  will  be  preserved  and  furnished  the  SKPO  and  the  local 
1  tbrary, 

«e  appreciate  your  vie^s  on  ihis  natter  and  trust  ihis  letter  will  suffice 
as  our  report  on  consideration  of  your  cements. 

Sincerely, 

Original  Signed  by 
W.  5.  DUNBAR 

P.oger  K.   Scott 
Division  Administrator 

Enclosures 

:c.  ±:'.?0  -  tiarc?lla  Sr.erfy 

cc.  HPP-GS  w/attach 

cc.  KEV-12  v//attach 

cc.  State  -  Tom  Barnard 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HIGHWAYS 


STAN  STEPHENS.  GOVERNOR 


2701   PROSPECT  AVE. 


STATE  OF  MONTANA 


HELENA,   MONTANA  59620 


January  8,  1992 


Marcella  Sherfy 

State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

225  North  Roberts 

Helena,  MT   59620 


Subject:  BRM  5211(2) 

9th-10th  Street  N.  Connector-Great  Falls 
Control  #1372 


This  is  to  advise  you  that  the  FHWA  and  MDT  have  determined 
that  the  segment  of  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee,  St.  Paul  and 
Pacific  (Milwaukee  Road)  Railroad  located  within  the  above 
listed  project  area  is  not  significant  for  the  purposes  of 
Section  4(f)  of  49  U.S.C.  303.   Your  concurrence  is 
requested. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  us  at  444-7632. 


&U^Y*, 


Edrie  L.  Vinson,  Chief 

Environmental  &  Hazardous  Waste  Bureau 


ELV:D:ENV:17.dlw 

cc:   D.S.  Johnson 
E.W.  Stettler 
J.C.  Hill 
-J  E.L.  Vinson 

D.W.  Paulson  -  FHWA 

Environmental  and  Hazardous  Waste  Bureau 
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^vl^ryuD  Montana  Historical  Society 

Mailing  Address:  225  North  Roberts  •  Helena,  MT  59620-9990 
Office  Address:  102  Broadway  •  Helena,  MT  •  (406)  444-7715 

January  22,  1992 

Edrie  L.  Vinson,  Chief 

Environmental  and  Hazardous  Waste  Bureau 

Highways 

Department  of  Transportation 

2701  Prospect 

Helena,  MT  59620 

Re:   BRM  5211(2) 

9th- 10th  Street  N.  Connector 
Great  Falls 

Dear  Edrie: 

I  am  glad  to  respond  to  your  letter  of  January  8,  commenting  on  the  significance  of  a 
segment  of  the  Milwaukee  Railroad  within  Great  Falls  for  Section  4(f)  of  49  U.S.C.  303 
purposes. 

We  concur  that  we  have  not  and  do  not  anticipate  finding  the  bridge  "significant"  in  the 
context  of  Section  4(f).   Having  agreed  to  the  Programmatic  Agreement  for  highway 
changes  to  the  Milwaukee  Railroad  in  Montana  within  the  framework  of  Section  106  of 
the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act,  we  concur  in  your  work  on  the  products 
specified  by  that  document  rather  than  reverting  to  property-by-property  review  of 
specific  railroad  features  for  any  legal  authority. 

Sincerely, 

Marcella  Sherry 

State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 


File:   Comp,  MDOH 


State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

Montana  Historical  Society 

Mailing  Address:  225  North  Roberts  •  Helena,  MT  59620-9990 
Office  Address:  102  Broadway  •  Helena,  MT  •  (406)  444-7715 


January  22,  1992 

Edrie  L.  Vinson,  Chief 

Environmental  and  Hazardous  Waste  Bureau 

Montana  Department  of  Highways 

2701  Prospect  Ave. 

Helena,  MT   59620 

Re:   BRM  5211(2) 

9th- 10th  Street  N.  Connector 
Great  Falls 

Dear  Edrie: 


RECEIVED 

JAN  2  2 1992 

ENVIRUivitNl'AL  BUREAU 


We  are  glad  to  concur  that  we  have  not  and  do  not  anticipate  finding  the  segment  of  the 
Milwaukee  Road  located  within  limits  of  the  above  project  specifically  significant  (or 
insignificant)  under  any  legal  authority.   Having  agreed  to  a  Programmatic  Agreement  for 
the  Milwaukee  Road  in  Montana,  within  the  framework  of  Section  106  of  the  National 
Historic  Preservation  Act,  we  concur  in  your  work  on  the  products  specified  by  that 
document  rather  than  reverting  to  property-by-property  review  of  specific  segments  of 
the  railroad  for  any  legal  authority. 


Sincerely, 


Katherir#  M.  Huppe 
Historical  Survey  Reviewer 


File:   Comp/MDOH/9th-10th  St.  N.  Connector 
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Artist  Rod  MacKenzie  has  proposed  turning  the  Ninth  Street  Bridge  Into  a  park  instead  of  destroying  the  aging  structure, 
•  ■.       i   ■ .  i  .  .  ■  ••  •>  ■>■  ■■•  '•  - '.   ■■'■■■■'  .,'  v  :.'-!■'  >•  ■-.  l&  r„<;  .1.  J  uli  „     "-,,., 

Plan  would  save  historic  bride 


By  RICHARD  ECKE      i  w  i' 
Tnbune  Staff  Writer    -  •   v 

Tenth  Street  Bridge  would  be 
•jvto  and  turned  into  a  pedestrian 
walkway  under  i  plan  proposed  by 
a  Great  Falls  commercial  trust,  i 
-  And  counry  commissioners  give 
the  idea  an  enthusiastic  endono 
mem  Tuesday  alter  a  presentation 
by  the  artist.  Rod  MacKenzie.  ■■•>■- 
Counry  Commissioner  Jack* 
Whitaker  said  MacKenzie  i  Idea  for 
an  Improved,  landscaped  bndge 
could  mane  it  "one  ol  the  greatest 
attracuons  in  Montana  ' 

MacKenzie  emphasized  that  be 
favors  construction  of  a  new  bridge 
upnver  from  the  old  one  to  carry 
vehicles     ■'    -      •  >.<'. 

"I'm  100  percent  lor  the  new 
bndge."  he  said. 

But  spending  as  much  as  WOO  000 
to  tear  the  old  bridge  down  seems 
senseless,  parucularty  since  Che 
structure  is  the  last  major.  con- 
crete-arched bridge  la  Montana. 
MacKenzie  said. 

"When  it's  gone,  what  do  you 
have  to  show  tor  your  money'?"  he 
asked. 

MacKenzie  proposed  that  demo- 
lition money  be  used  instead  to  re- 
pair crumbling  bridge  railing,  close 
the  bridge  to  traffic  and  do  other 
work  to  turn  the  bridge  into  a 
pedestrian  walkway. 

Officials  from  several  large  com- 
panies here  have  expressed  interest 
ui  purchasing  a  tree  or  park  bench 
10  be  used  on  the  bridge. 

"Actually,  this  could  become  a 
park."  observed  counry  commission 
Chairman  Dick  Cajvoda.  The 
bridge  lies  outside  the  city  limits,  m 
county  jurisdiction,  officials  said. 

MacKenzie  said  bridges  in  Spo- 
kane. Sun  Francisco  and  Vancou- 
ver. B.C..  have  been  turned  Into 
walkways,  as  have  two  bridges  In 
Montana,  at  Missoula  and  Fori  Ben- 
U>n.  ,  .     /'      w  j   -«     V      * 

"It's  hist  a  popular  concept 
today."  MacKenzie  said.  In  Fort 
Benton,  officials  and  residents 
"decided  to  preserve  it  and  use  it  aa 
a  warning  bridge."  he  said. 

All  too  often,  people  allow  his- 
toric structures  to  be  destroyed,  he 
said. 

"I  believe  In  preserving  these 
things."  he  said,  adding  die  bridge 
"can  iisver,  ever  be  replaced." 

Couniy  officials  said  they  have 
had  second  thoughts  about  destroy- 
ing the  bridge,  especially  after 
hearing  com  menu  from  bridge 
backers  at  a  recent  public  meeting 
on  the  ok)  bridge's  significance. 

Couniy  Surveyor  Bob  Batista 
said  conunenia  from  a  IVyear-oM 
girl  at  the  public  meeting  helped 


J' 

.said  let's  tear  the  bndge  down  and 
buiJd  a  new  one."  Batista  conceded. 
But  perhaps  a  better  approach 
would  be.  "Hey,  let's  not  tear  ever- 
ything down."  Batista  added.  He  be- 
moaned past  destruction  of  the  Ana- 


Co.  smokestack  would  help  with  the 
bridge  proiect.  Bui  he  argued  sav- 
ing  the   bndge   would   be   easier. 
since  money  earmarked  for  demoli- 
tion might  go  toward  renovauoo  in- 
stead, f  .".    T. 
conda    Co.    smokestack    at    Black  "">;  >  "Remember.'ihere'i* over  half  a" 
Eagle  and  the  Grand  Theater.    _        million     dollars     setting     there,"- 
"I  think  (MaeKenzfe'r  idea)  is     MacKenzie  said.  '■    ^  t  ...    .  ...,.„• 

new  and  it's  different  and  If  tn  fact  >  "I  think  it's  worth  fighting  for." 
we  have  to  save  some  of  the  arches "r MacKenzie  takf  —  >■*•.-  t.\j 
we  might  as  well  try  and  save  more  »  Whitaker  successfully  moved 
of  it,"  Batista  said.   — **  - that  the  couaty  commission  endorse 


Commissioner  Pat  Ryan  said  he 
was  moved  by  pictures  of  the  ok) 
bndge  shown  at  the  recent  hearing. 

He  added.  "I  never  really  saw 
the  smokestack  until  it  was  gone." 

Whitaker  said  MacKertzie's  Idea 
"could  make  people  feel  Just  tre- 
mendous about  this  community." 

"1  think  we  really  need  to  con- 
centrate to  hold  onto  the  last  few 
valuable  things  wo  have,", MacKen- 
zie said.     -   <-"L       '  '*' 


MacKenzie  j  idea. 
<  MacKenzie  did  acknowledge 
tome  potential  problems  with  the 
plan,  such  as  who  would  own  the 
bndge  and  be  subiect  to  lawsuits  il 
someone  were  injured  on  It.  *  •  <  - 
:  In  tddioon.  MacKenzie  said  he 
had  no  commitment  that  the  demo- 
liuon  money  could  be  used  for  reno- 
vation. The  £5.1  muiion  coat  of  the 
new  bndge  would  come  from  fed- 
eral and  state  highway  dollars. 


Counry  Clerk  and  Recorder  Joe  «W- City-county  transportation  piaiv 


Trooila  suggested,  longue-uvcheek. 
that  a  Save  Our  Bndge  group  be 
formed  to  accept  contnbutioaa.  • 

"He  oucht  to  be  the  SOB  chair- 
man." replied  Batista. 

MacKenzie  said  he  hoped  back- 
ers of  efforts  to  save  the  Anaconda 


ner  Ben  Range!  said  he  was  not  cer- 
tain whether  regulations  would 
allow  the  money  to  be  used  for  ren- 
ovation rt<h«r  than  demolition    fn 

addition,  federal  highway  officials 
indicated  earlier  that  the  old  bndge 
would  have  to  be  demolished  if  a 


new  bndge  were  to  be  omit  with 
federal  bndge  replacement  dolj 
Range!    said.    But    olficals 
have     appeared     to    soften 
stance,  he  said. 

Range    also  noted  a  consul  tan  i 
'.'considers    the    crumbling    bndge 
structurally  unsound  for  conunaj 
use  by  vehicles.  What  stnicturalf 
pairs    would    be    required    If 
bndge  becomes  a  pedestrian 
way  remains  unclear,  be  said. 

"It  would  take  a  lot  of  work." 
said  Tom  Barnard,  disinct  engineer 
for  the  Highway  Depanmeiu. 

MacKenzie  accepted  an  mvj 
tlon  from   Rangel  to  appear 
Policy     Coordinating     Commil 
meeting  It  10  a.m.  this  morning  at 
the  courthouse  annex.  The  commit- 
tee, which  includes  officials  fn 
the  county,  city,  puuvuig  board  J 
Highway    Deoannent,    sets    4 
transportation  policy    *-.  - 

If  hut  idea  bears  fruit.  MadCeir 
>ce  said,  residents  and  lounsu  will 
be  able  to  "stand  on  a  piece  of  his- 
tory." 

"II    would    be    the    only 
(around   Great    Falls)    where 
could  actually  stand  in  the  middil 
the    Missouri    River."    MacKenz.e 
said.  ■■     ' 
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Cost  only  '0esii§n 
seeming  to  remain 
in  saving  bridge  J 

o^      I       "fiier  monev  to  cover  those  costs      " 

Officials  may  know  by  next  month  »••;»  i*e  r      ™i7 
•whether   turning   the  'Tenth   StreS    ^  ,  CAAr71oId-  a  managing  engi- 
Bndge  into  a  p^taLft!  /^^Btajn,  said  the 

less    •- -"win    crumbling  concrete  bndge  rails  are 

"totally  worthless,"  and  said  the  rail- 
ing and  sidewalks  jutting  ou'f  from 
the  bridge  may  have  to  be  removed.  ' 
A  fancy  replacement  railing  alone 
might  cost  as  much  as  5200,000,  Ar- 
nold said.  •'";.-;•   ;.■=•.'*■  l-l     V.l-4 


cost  $500,000  or  less. 
j  •  Highway  officials  say  $500,000  to 
;be  used  to  tear  down  the  historic 
bndge  can  instead  be  spent  to  shore 
up  the  aging  structure  for  use  as  a 
pedestrian  walkway.  <;',"..  ; 

Plans  call  for  a  new,  $4.6  million 
Ninth  Street  bridge  to  be  built 
slightly  upnver,  with  an  additional 
$500,000  available  for  either  demoli- 
tion or  repair  of  the  old  bridge.  . 

Local  commercial  artist  Rod 
MacKenzie  recently  proposed  that  of- 
ficials use  the  money  to  save  the  old 
bndge  rather  than  destroy  it,  draw- 
ing a  prompt  endorsement  from 
county  commissioners.  , 

But  Tom  Barnard,  district  engi- 
neer for  the  Highway  Department, 
said  cost  remains  a  big  question. 
Representatives  from  the  Highway 
Department,  a  bridge  consulting 
firm,  and  city  and  county  govern-  ■ 
ments  met  here  Thursday,  and 
decided  to  meet  again  in  January 


decision  on  whether  the  old  bridge 
will  be  saved  may  follow  shortly,  offi- 
cials said. 

The  aging  bridge  has  an  uneven 
deck,  crumbling  concrete  railings 
and  structural  problems,  including 
cracked  arches,  officials  said.  The 
bridge  deck  would  need  to  be 
smoothed  out,  some  structural  sup- 
port added  and  the  deck  and  arches 
might  need  to  be  sealed,  they  said.  > 
".  Consultant  Atwood-Hinzman  Inc. 
and  the  Highway  Department  will 
work  together  on  cost  estimates, 
Barnard  said  he  is  not  sure  whether 


Barnard  said  officials  wiiilneed  tc 
"control  the  costs  of  that  rail."  In  a 
pinch,  officials  might  want  to  simply. 
take  the  modern,  Concrete  railing  al- 
ready in  place  on  the  bridge  "and 
slide  it  over  and  let  it  sit  there,"  Bar* 
nard  said.  -a  -■••,-         j 

County  Commissioner-'  Jack 
Whitaker  said  the  big  attraction  of 
the  bridge  is  its  arches,  rather  than 
the  railing. 

After  the  meeting,  Whitaker  said 
the  city  and  county  might  be  able  to 
•reach  an  agreement  for  ownership 
and  maintenance  of  the  mall-bndge. 
•  Routine  maintenance  of  the  mall 
likely  would  be  "very  minimal  be- 
cause all  you're  going  to  have  on  it  is 


"Well,  I  just  hope  it  works',"  Bar- 
nard said.  A  decision  must  be  made 
soon  on  whether  to  tear  down  or  fix 
up  the  old  bndge,  he  said.      '-',.' 

Whitaker  added  jokingly, '"if  you 
need  a  decision,  call  the  city  or  the 
county;  if  you  need  mohey,:'*call 
Rod."  .  -.'  '•       ;  .-.';  .*»-  .•*?.»■■ 

MacKenzie  said  he  will  try'tb 
raise  money  privately  if  cost  esti-, 
mates  exceed  $500,000,  buuBamardV 
said  the  city  or  county  wouldjieed  to  \ 
guarantee 'payment  of  any  money  riot  * ; 
already  in  the  bank.  *■'.-'-  &yz  S  " 


rj.rw: 


repairs  would  last  for  as  little  as  20  .-    MacKenzie  said  he  will  not^push ''*e! 

«  ahead  with  his  plan  If  costs  appear  do" 


/as  we.  can,"  he  noted.W-i  T  £  jt&.  | 
•r  MacKenzie  ^agreed    the  '$500,000 
might  not  take  care  of  ''cosmetics'* 
such  as  planters,  trees  and  benches 

would 


-,-arid  'will -not  -get  in--' 


■  .years  or  as  many  as  60  years."0*  :,i?_»f ahead  with  his  i 

'pV'WeVarit'to'make'it  IasfaVldng   ,b«  unrealistic-,- 

\volved  in  any  "squabbling  over  hand-,  "j 
'railing." "*-••«*'<  »-•  ,C\v«-  -  ».-jr-c 


i,  sucn  as  planters,  trees  and  o 
I    atop  the  bridge,  but  said  he 


"If  we  can  save  the  bridge 
people  can  look  at  the  arches, 
happy,"  he  said.  v"  »' ;,  - 
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until  19S5;  ard  Gar.'  Parks,  an  execu-' 
tive  with  the  Great  Fails  Gas  Co.' ac- 
cording to   MacKeruie.   He  said  a 
to\sTi  meeting  of  bridge  backers  will 
be  called  in  the  next  few  weeks. 

According  to  MacKenzie,  bridge 
railings  called  for  in  the  latest  report 
by  the  consultant  would  be  4U-feet 
tall,  "modem  and  safer"  than  the 
old.  crumbling  concrete  railings  on 
the  bndge.  The  new  railings  are  ex- 
pected to  cost  $195,151.  The  consult- 
ant said  concrete  railings  similar  to 
these  on  the  old  bridge  would  likely 
cost  more  than  a  modern  railing. 

•  MacKenzie  said  he  would  be  will- 
ing to  accept  modem-loolung  rail- 
ings.'  _•  .    .  :  .  ■••.-..  • 

The  old  railing,  after  all,  is  "not 
really  the  historical  centerpiece  of 
the  bndge;  it's  the  arches,"  MacKen- 
zie said.  .■»',. .... .-. .       . . •_'..  •  y-'\.  ■ 

-  Tenth  Street   Bridge  is  "the'last" 
major    remaining    concrete-arched 
bndge  in  Montana,  state  highway  of- 
ficials say.    -    •-  _  ; .  ■ 

City-county  planning  Director 
John  Mconey  says  the  bndge-renova- 
tion  plan  is  attractive  because  it 
would  allay  any  historical  wornes  of 
the  federal  government  and  clear  the 
way  for  a  new  bridge  for  motorists  at 
Ninth  Street. 

Building  a  new  bridge  at  Ninth 
Street  would  cost  about  $4.6  million, 
not  counting  $500,000  to  renovate  the 
old  structure,  officials  estimated 
earlier. 

•  Officials  say  they  want  to  build  a 
new  bndge  in  line  with  Ninth  Street 
to  eliminate  a  dangerous  S-curve 
connecting  Ninth  Street  and  the 
Tenth  Street  Bndge. 

Consultant  Arwood-Hinzman  of 
Missoula  said  $667,000  would  cover 
the  costs  of  new  handrails,  $195,151;  . 
removing  old  handrails  and  curbs, 
$79,100;  removing  overhangs  suppon- 
ing  the  old  sidewalks  and  handrails, 
$303,552;  removing  old  asphalt  sur- 
face and  repaving  with  two  inches  of 
asphalt,  $43,120;  repair  two  expan- 
sion joints,  $950;  fill  cracks  in  sup- 
port columns  with  epoxy.  $9,500; 
move  concrete  barriers.  S2.000;  and  a 
construction  equipment  _  charge, 
$33,000. 

Not  Included  in  the  estimate  are 
engineering  costs  during  construc- 
tion, annual  costs  of  maintenance, 
and  the  cost  of  tearing  the  .bridge 
down  a  number  of  decades  from  now t 
when  it  finally  wears  out.;.;j  .*;  r^j,.,,,! 
...The  consultant  'said  .the  .over- 
hangs, sidewalks  and  handrails  on 
the  old  bndge  are  "badly  deteriorat- 
ed." due  to  salt  and  snow  being 
dumped  on  them  over  the  years.  The 


\ 


overhangs  should  be  removed,  A 
wood-Hinzman  recommended. 

Structurally,  the  underside  of  1 
bridge  deck  and  beams  "appeared! 
be  in  generally  good  condition,  wu 
few  places  needing  repair  at  trr 
time,"  the  report  said.        ■•.-.■  I 

Some  bndge  columns  had  crac| 
while  decorative  beams  were  roi 
tinely  cracked,  the  report  said. 

The  bndge's  concrete  deck  —  nJ 
covered  by  asphalt  —  is  of  "general 
poor  quality",,  on  the  downstrear 
side,  but  of  good  quality  on  the  u: 
stream  side.  ' ;  *"*» .  ■        -.   <■    - .  --i 

"Even    though    the   concrete  J 
some  areas  is  of  poor  quality,  undf 
load,  the  deck  concrete  is  deemed  t 
be  adequate  for  the  proposed  usage. 
the  report  concluded.  ,-.-  -.• : .'.  _ .    J 
'•  Overall,  the  bridge  is  structural! 
_  suitable  for_  a  .walkway  and  park,  i 
"said.         ."  V.r' '_"*..  Y;-  !«••'•    *     - 
•   The  report  said  plans  call  for  tl 
bridge  surface  to  be  repaved  a| 
graded  to  improve  drainage.  Placin 
a  waterproof  membrane  between  th 
old  concrete  and  new  asphalt  well 
prolong  the  life  of  the  br.dge.  bj 
would  cost  an  extra  $22,350,  not  in- 
cluded in  the  $667,000  figure. 

Reaction  from  county  comml 
sioners  was  mixed  Friday.  -J 

"It's  close."  Commission  Chan 
man  Dick  Gasvoda  said  of  the  est; 
mate.  I 

Commissioner  -  Jack  wnitakl 
questioned  whether  4U-foot  railir.l 
would  be  high  enough,  although  Ga< 
voda  said  the  railing  is  "pretty  tall 
if  it  is  "non-climbable"  as  we!!.        i 

Whitaker  said  there  is  "no  wa;| 
the  county  will  commit  any  of  it 
money  to  the  project.  MacKend 
said  the  Highway  Department  wanl 
the  city  or  county. to  guarantee  t| 
additional  $167,000  cash,  if  fund-raa 
ing  efforts  were  to  fall  short. 

"Guarantee  .it  -from     where  1 
'  Whitaker  asked.  But  Whitaker  addj 
he  favors  saving  the  br.dge,  and 
impressed  by  MacKenae's  predictioi 
he  can  raise  the  money. 

.  Safety    .remains,,  a      cor 
Whitaker  reponed.  .• 

"Taking  kids  out  there,  I'd  be 
nervous  Hervis."  he  said.  He  askj 
whether  additional  safety  screemrl 
such  as  wire  mesh,  could  be  install| 
to  prevent  "hee-haw  teenagers';  an. 
others  from'faUing  off  the  bndge.  . 
'  :•',  Whitaker  said  the.city  and  coum 
■  will .  have'.-t'b'  discuss  ..which  enti 
'would  own  the  bridge.  He  said  pre 
"ously  that  'costs  of  annual  mainta 
nance  of  the  bridge  likely  would  - 
minimal.  •    I 
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park  on  bridge 


By  RICHARD  ECKE 

Tribune  Staff  Writer 

Few  local  businessmen  favor 
turning  the  old  Tenth  Street  Bridge 
into  a  park,  according  to  a  survey  of 
Chamber  of  Commerce  members 
released  Monday. 

Nearly  one-fourth  of  "the  cham- 
ber's membership  replied  to  the  sur- 
vey, sent  by  the  chamber's  local  gov- 
ernment committee,  a  press  release 
said.  And  only  17  percent  said  they 
felt  preservation  of  the  historic  old 
bridge  and  Its  development  "into 
what  could  be  a  unique  riverfront  at- 
traction" would  be  worth  the  ex- 
pense. A  whopping  76  percent  said 
no. 

Similarly,  only  18  percent  said 
they  would  donate  to  a  fund  drive  to 
save  and  develop  the  old  bridge, 
while  74  percent  said  they  would  not. 

"A  bridge  is  no  place  for  a  park," 
wrote  one  person  surveyed.  "Nothing 
to  view  —  lots  to  smell,  though." 

Critics  said  smells  from  the 
nearby  oil  refinery  and  sewage  treat- 
ment plant  would  spoil  lunches  in  the 
park,  and  said  the  old  bridge  would 
have  to  be  torn  down  eventually  any- 
way. 

Others  said  the  bridge  could  only 
be  used  three  months  a  year,  is 
windy  and  dangerous  and  would  be  a 
luxury  Great  Falls  cannot  afford.      *-' 

One  said  local  officials  lack  the 
"guts"  to  kill  the  old  bridge.      - ' 

A  minority  urged  the  bridge  be 
saved,  with  one  suggesting  it  should 
also  house  a  restaurant,  amusement 
park  or  shopping  mall.  Others  urged 
the  bridge  be  used  strictly  for  bicyles 
and  pedestrians,  rather  than  a  park. 

"Another  tourist  attraction  can 
only  help  us,"  wrote  another.  "Too 
many  of  the  Great  Falls  heritage 
landmarks  have  been  demolished  al- 
ready. In  community  spirit,  we  need 
to  preserve  our  heritage." 

Support  for  building  a  new  Ninth 
Street  Connector  bridge  was  strong, 
with  80  percent  favoring  that  option. 
Only  17  percent  favored  a  plan  to  use 
the  old  bridge  by  building  a  new, 
four-lane  deck  atop  the  arches  of  the 
old  bridge. 

So  far,  local  officials  have  voted 


to  instead  build  a  new  Ninth  Street    • 
Connector  west  of  the  old  one  so  that 
it  lines  up  directly  with  Ninth  Street, 
thus  eliminating  a  sharp  S-curve  now    • 
In  place. 

Responses  were  mixed  on  who 
-r.ould  assume  ownership  of  the  old  /. 
bridge  if  it  is  not  demolished.  City  as-; " ; 
sumption  was  favored  by  14  percent;  t* 
counry  8  percent;  and  a  combination  -C 
of  both,  42  percent.  More  than  one-,  > 
third  of  those  responding,  36  percent,'  ^* 
gave  no  opinion.       ■••'._..  W/C 

Officials  say  there  is  a  chanceV'; 
portion  of  $500,000  set  aside  to  demol-  %t 
ish  the  bridge  could  be  used  instead  '* 
to  build  approaches  to  the  new  Ninth  * 
street  bridge.  That  is  favored  by  37  •-. 
percent  of  those  polled.  An  equal  : 
number  favored  using  the  money  to"-; 
demolish  the  old  bridge.  Another  19  !; 
percent  wanted  to  use  the  money  to"; 
restore  the  old  bridge.  -  ~  - "  -" 

-■  Most  of  those  replied  were  skepti-  '. 
cal  that  a  bridge-park  would  be  well 
used  and  worth  the  cost.  Costs  to  - 
refurbish  the  bridge  are  estimated  at  :' 
more  than  $667,000.        .'.;  .;    '      ';-;- 
: "  Government  committee  chairman 
Len  Reed  said  the  survey  was  mailed 
to  1,408  members,  and  323  responded, 
for  a  total  return  of  23  percent.  The 
committee    recommended    to    the  j 
chamber  board  of  directors  that  it  - 
take  a  policy  position  in  line  with  the. .. 
survey  results.    •  -  <'  '■  •  *-    -•">.*; 

Local  officials  have  yet  to  recom-  'n< 
mend  what  to  do  with  the  old  bridge,  • 
and  state  highway  officials  say  his- 
torical groups  will  have  a  say  over  '. 
the  final  decision.  •  '•-:■■'  v  -'-.'. 

Tom  Barnard,  district  engineer  • 
for  the  highway  department,  said  he  ! 
is  waiting  for  city  and  county  offi-  .- 
cials  to  decide  whether  they  support .  • 
the  park-bridge  plan.  -  •  •  "  •'  ~>  -  -;-'J 
.  Another  unscientific  survey  in  the "  • 
Tribune's*  Community  -  Tnb  in  ; : 
December,  taken  before  renovation  ' 
costs  were  known,  showed  nearly  the '.-'. 
opposite  results  from  the  chamber  > 
poll.  That  survey  of  the  general  pub-  .  • 
lie  showed  76  percent  favored  saving  '. 
the  bridge  as  a  walkway,  while  24 . : 
percent  favored  demolition.  Some  72  ;-- 
percent  said  they' would  donate  to  a  ••: 
save-the-bridge  drive.  ■ -.; 
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Artist  ends" 
to  save  forid 


By  RICHARD  ECKE 

Tribune  Staff  Writer 

Commercial  artist  Rod  MacKen- 
zie  says  he'll  quit  efforts  to  save  the 
old  Tenth  Street  Bridge,  citing  a 
"lack  of  financial  support  at  large." 

"I'm  not  going  to  chase  lost  rain- 
bows," MacKenzie  said  this  week. 

A  recent  appeal  to  the  public  for 
donations  to  help  save  the  historic, 
concrete-arched  structure  fell  flat, 
MacKenzie  said.    ;...'■     .'. 

"I  didn't  get  enough  money  to  pay 
for  the  post  office  box,"  he  said,  add- 
ing that  donations  were  too  small, 
and  he  refused  them:  "I  never  re- 
ceived a  friggin*  dime. ...  What  -was 
the  sense  of  accepting  little  ones 
here,  little  ones  there?"  .     ; 

On  the  other  hand,  MacKenzie 
said  he  spent  countless  hours  and 
some  of  his  own  money  on  the  Tenth 
Street  Bridge  effort.,  "."•''. :  " 

State  highway  ..^officials  '.say 
$500,000  was  available  to  help  reno- 
vate the  old  bridge,  but  a  cost  esti- 
mate to  repair  the  old  bridge  was  at 
least  $667,000.  MacKenzie  wanted  "to 
_  turn  the  old  bridge  into  a  walkway 
""'after  a  new  bridge  is  built.-  - 
"'•An  early,  unscientific  Great  Falls 
Tribune  survey  showed  broad  sup- 
port for  saving  the  old  bridge.  But 
the  chamber  of  commerce  later  op- 
posed the  park-bridge 'Idea.: And 
MacKenzie  said  one  supporter  "quit 
the  save-the-bridge  effort,  saying  his 
position  as  chairman  of  the  cham-' 
ber's  "fondue  committee"  created  a 
conflict  of  interest. ;  "      •   . 

Several  weeks  ago,  MacKenzie 
announced  he  would  try  to  collect 
$1,500  to  form  a  non-profit  Save  Our 
Bridge  Corp,  but  the  effort  never  got 
off  the  ground.    •  ,^~     •     ""...'■■ 

"It  really  is  a  shame  that  we  had 
over  75  percent  of  the  needed  funds 
handed  to  us  on  a  silver  platter,  and 
the  remainder  of  the  money  boiled 
down  to  about  $2  per  resident  of 
Great  Falls,"  MacKenzie  said  in  a 


press  release.  "Once  again  we  will 
watch  a  piece  of  history  fall  becaurt 
of  poor  economic  times.".        .  -.-    * 
MacKenzie    thanked    those    who 
supported  the  idea,  and  said  he  would 
be  glad  to  help  if  someone  else  wert} 
to  launch  their  own  drive  to  save  the 
historic  bridge.  ■  f. 
The    Cascade    County    historical 
society  apparently  is  sticking  to  its 
position  that  a  new  bridge  should  be 
built   atop   the   arches   of   the   old 
bridge,  he  said.  '•./"'".  '•:  '    •;'"•:  ■£ 
$:?  MacKenzie  said  he  had  "felt  that 
^everybody  wanted"  the  bridge  saved 
"When  I  thought  t  was  leading  the 
band  down  Central,  I  look  back,  anjl 
nobody  was  there,"  he  said.  "I'm  not 
going  to  fight  for  something  that  no- 
body wants  or  nobody  cares  to  sup- 
port."  ', ;  .  .*..;'-,":.   :  "  -.•  * 

MacKenzie  also  expressed  con- 
cern that  continued  inattention  by 
".city  and  county  officials  to  the  total 
?  bridge  project  could  endanger  it.    £ 
;    .With  continued  inaction,  he  saifl. 
"we  won't  'get  a  new  bridge.  *  We 
won't  get  anything. ".-   \ ,    ,    .♦•>*- 
^'."The  city  and  the  county  are'tcjb 
Dusy    worrying    about    everything 
'else,"  he  said.  He  urged  officials  to 
get  together  to  iron  out  details  of  the 
bridge  project  before  state  and  fed- 
eral money  is  jeopardized.  "  „  3 
.. : The 'issue  : of.  the  old  and  nejy 
;v  bridges  Is  once  again  in  the  laps  of 
„  city  and  county  governments,  and  of- 
ficials could  still  arrange  to  save  thfe 
old  bridge,  he  noted.  •  .«•  "?',.->.;      5 
•   County  v  ••  .Commissioner       Jack 
'  Whitaker  oh   Wednesday   predicted 
that  efforts  to  save  the  old  bridge  ane 
dead.  He  said  he  believes  the  city 
and  county  will  sign  an  agreement 
for  the  old  bridge  to  be  demolished, 
and  a  new  bridge  to  be  erected.      J 
Raising  money  is  not  easy,  he 
added.  "People  are  for  a  lot  of  things 
as  long  as  it  don't  cost  them  any- 
thing." he  said.  "I  think  MacKenzjfe 
'  deserves  a  lot  of  credit." . :  v  *■ 
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The  existing  Tenth  Street  Bridge 


TrIDune  Pnoio 


fails  to.  connect 


ly  RICHARD  ECKE     - 
'rribune  Staff  Writer     7- 

Old  and  new  each  received  its 
due  Wednesday  night  in  an  in- 
conclusive hearing  on  the  proposed 
pew  Ninth  Street  Connector  bndge. 
Great  Falls  officialdom  came 
>ut  in  support  of  a  completely  new 
bridge  over  the  Missouri  River 
jvith  endorsements  from  the  City 
'-ommission,  City-County  Planning 
ioard,  Chamber  of  Commerce  and 
|he  Black  Eagle  Civic  Club. 

But  the  good  looks  and  history  of 
|he  old  Tenth  Street  Bndge,  which 
ould    be    torn    down,    also    had 
ackers. 

ILo^al  officials  say  a  new  bridge 
'ould  line  up  with  Ninth  Street, 
liminatmg  an  S-curve  that  now 
onnects  to  the  Tenth  Street 
ridfe  on  the  river's  south  bank. 

J  "We've  looked  at  great  length  at 
ie  S-curve;  the  safety  hazards  are 


tremendous,"    said    Tom    Dimke, 
planning  board  president. 

Black  Eagle  civic  club  President 
Ernie  Grasseschi  said  a  new 
bridge  is  needed  to  cure  traffic 
jams  that  clog  up  the  four-lane 
Fifteenth  Street  Bridge  at  rush 
hour. 

"At  five  o'clock,  the  traffic  is  all 
the  way  up  to  the  flour  mill"  at 
Twenty-fourth  Street,  he  said.    ■ 

Mayor  Ardi  Aiken  said  the  old 
bridge  is  in  the  worst  condition  of 
the  state's  urban  bridges,  and  said 
community  support  for  saving  the 
creaky  structure  is  limited. 

Local  architect  Erik  Iverseh  was 
the  most  vocal  backer  of  the  old 
bndge,  suggesting  it  could  be  re- 
novated for  car-only  traffic  for  far 
less  than  the  $5  million  or _  more  ~ 
needed  to  build  a  new  one.         • ... ;, 

If  the  old  bridge  were  renovated, 
including    restoring    the"  old-style 


railings,  the  S-curve  .  could  be 
easily  taken  care  of  and  made 
much  safer,  he  said.     .-  • 

"It's  a  treasure,"  he  said  of  the 
bridge.  ..."    ...  .. J, 

One  wind  surfer  called  the 
bridge  "a  nice  sight,  to  see  the 
arches .  there,"  while  Carol  Ecke 
noted  past  'losses  of  structures 
such  as  the  Anaconda  Co.  stack, 
old  library  and  the  Opera  House  in 
Great  Falls.       -    " " — *     " 

A  highway  department  consult- 
ing firm,  Atwood-Hinzman  of  Mi- 
ssoula, has  recommended  the  new 
bndge.  Engineer  Sutton  Stephens 
said  a  new,  wider  bridge  would 
allow  traffic  to  increase  from 
about  12,000  cars  a  day  to  about 
19.000  vehicles  a  day  by  the  year 
2006. , 

Fred  Quivik  of  Butte,  who  pre- 
pared a  history  study  for.,  the 
project,  said  one  plan  that  would 


have  placed  a  new,  wider  bndge 
atop  the  old  bridge's  arches  would 
take  away  much  of  the  bndge's 
character. 

But  David  Schwab,  representing 
the  state  Historic  Preservation  Of- 
fice, said  his  agency  sees  a  "rare 
opportunity"  for  the  old  bndge  to 
be  saved.  Putting  a  new  surface  on 
top  of  the  bridge  would  allow  the 
bridge's  most  prominent  feature  to 
remain,  he  said.  A  federal  histonc 
advisory  council  has  also  recom- 
mended saving  the  old  bndge. 

Yet  officials  said  building  a  new 
bridge,  while  using  the  old  one  in 
the  intenm,  would  be  more  con- 
venient for  motonsts,  since  me 
project  may  take  two  years. 

A  final  decision  will  be  up  to  the 
Federal  Highway  Administration, 
officials  said. 

-  „  Construction  on  the  project  is 
expected  to  start  In  about  1992. 
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New9th  Street 


not  as  tar 


By  PETER  JOHNSON 
Tribune  Staff  Writer 


r*&W*» 


Rothwell 


The  state  will  move  up  construc- 
tion on  at  least  one  and  possibly  two 
major  Great  Falls  road  projects  be- 
cause Montana  received  more 
money  in  the  new  federal  highway 
bill,  Transportation  Director  John 
Rothwell  re- 
ported Tuesday. 
Rothwell  said 
transportation 
engineers  de- 
cided Tuesday 
morning  that 
building   a   new 

r  $8.4  million  9th 

•Street    bridge 

"*over    the    Miss- 

..ouri  River  is  a 
top  priority  that  will  be  completed 
sooner  with  the  additional  funds.  -„: 
Construction  of  the  1,220-foot 
bridge  between  the  new  9th  Street 
North-River  Drive  intersection  on 
the  south  side  and  10th  Street  on  the 
north  will  cost  $8.4  million,  and  was 
-projected  to  begin  in  late  1994.  A 

*  related  $825,000  realignment  of  9th 

Street  and  River  Drive  was  to  begin 

in  March  1993.  .  y         . 

The  department  now  hopes  the 

.bridge  be  under  construction  by 

Jmid-1993,  with  the  road  realignment 

'work  preceding  it  he  said.      •-  . - 

,    The  existing  bridge  to  the  east, 

decaying  with  age,  eventually  will  be 

taken  down. 

;    The  new  bridge  is  a  priority  be- 
cause the  current  temporary  road  is 


i^ 


out  of  alignment,  Rothwell  said,  *%& 

"Ifs   not  dangerous,   but  ,ifs.a 
clumsy   situation,"   Rothwell  said; 
Motorists    driving    north    on    9th* 
Street  must  turn  gradually  to  the,^ 
east  to  reach  the  existing  bridge,! 
although  this  temporary  alignment^ 
is  still  an  improvement  over  the*  P! 
previous  sharp  turn,  h  ftTi'N;  vijjfi 
-  Rothwell  said  state  officials  also! 
hope  to  move  up  the  widening  of  J 
10th  Avenue  South  by  a  year,  to£* 
1994.  The  busy  arterial  will  be  wi< 
ened  from  four  to  six  lanes,  mostly^ 
of  concrete,  from  the  Warden  Bridge  | 
eastward  to  18th  Street  —-rsr< 
-u'The  additional  funding  will  moye^.  - 
jobs  up  all  over  the  state  when  wfrti 
get  it  all  sorted  out,".  Rothwell  saidtl 
in  an  interview  after  he  spoke  to  the/T 
Great  Falls  Rotary  Club. '-  r.  ^jjJjSJ^ 

Federal  administrators  are  ex%» 
pected  to  explain  how  the  monejrj 
will,  be  distributed  to  states  at  ag; 
meeting  later  this  month,  he  said.  ^13$ 

Still,  Montana  is  expecting  to  re-^ 
ceive  $140  million  in  construction*! 
funds  for  the  next  construction  sea-^j* 
son,  "a  nice  increase  of  $20  million,*^ 
Rothwell  said.  Coupled  with  state^f 
matching  funds,  that  will  mean 
about  $160  million  in  construction.  % 

He  said  the  department  antici-^-> 
pates  putting  $20  million  in  projects-  -s 
out  for  bid  in  January  and  up  to  $40  ■ 
million  in  February,  so  contractors"  j 
can  get  an  early  start .,  '■_,  .~V?T:pS3 
"We've  been  short  of  funds  all  j 
along,"  Rothwell  said.  "WeVe  got  a  ■ 
tremendous  amount  of  needed  jobs*  I 
stacked  up." 
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Going  up 

Montana  work 
comp  rates  to 
increase  average 
11  percent. 
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THIS  .ISEESIURE,  MadeT;thli 


/3     dav  o£Augu«t,v  i960,  "between  GREAT  FALLS-/ 


LODGE  NO.  214*07- THE  BENEVOLENT  AND  PROTECTIVE  ORDER-~OP  ELKS  07  THE  UNITED 


!s$i 


\  t 


t: 


1     "4T*    That"  the 'BaieTx'ABTx'  OF-  THE  "FIRST  PARTj    for  and' In  consideration  of  the--*'''! 
san»   of  CNE  HETTOEED  EIGHT^TBOUSAHTi -AND  NO/lOOths   DOLLARS    ($108,000.00) '/"lawful- 
.  »oney  of  the  United  States  of  America,    to   it   in  hand  paid  by   the   said  PARTY  i 

QF  THE  SECOND  PART/,  the  receipt  whereof  is  hereby  ack"iowlciged,    has  grantedV-i 
- ::  bargained,    sold  and  conveyedV  and  by"  these  presents  does  'grant,    bargain,   sell1 
a»J  convey,   unto  the  .said  PARTY  OF  THE  SECOND  PART,    and   to   its   successors  and? 
...assigns,    forever  £0*  AND.  OKLY  FOR  USE  AS  A.  PUBLIC  PARE,    OR  PARKS.    AND   PLACE  ■£■ 
:X  OF:  RESORT  AHJ>  EEfTRFATIONV  all  ^that  certain  tract,    piece  or  parcel  of  land -_"•'.. ;.• 
~* .siroace,'-  lying>  and  being  ^ Ha'; the. ;Ci  ty-'pf  Great  Falls,    County  of  Cascade,    Sta.zz  - 
-■:-.  of '"Montana,   particularly*  described  oia^ Schedule   "A"  attached  hereto  and  by  re-  'I 
ferenc 
RESE2 
._.  Schedul 

appurtenances  thereto; belonging  dg^in  anywise  appertaining  and   the  reversion- 
ary reversions,    remainder  anti,rwriiilTuiprs»'  rents,-  issues  and  profits   thereof,  - 
and  also  all  the  estate, .  righ^f t^tlis^1"  interest,,  propertv,    possession,   claire. 
and  deraand  whatsoever,   as  well-in.rlior  as   itt  equity, ^.of  tne  said  PARTY  OF  THE-* 
FIRST  PART,  of,-;  la  ox  to  the  si^*^emises,\^and  every  part  and  parcel  thereof  ,, 
';   with  the  appurtattareesv^T^-ljl^^  '-..'•      '..C-Z1 

"    TO  HAVE  AN2*  TO  BOLD,""  rlV  irotf  .singular   the  "said   premises,    together  with   che 
appurtenances  unro   the  said: PAET3MJF;  THE.  SECOND  PART  and   to   its   successors   and 
assign,    forevex^_.PJtovTDEJ£,~;se^^  and  every   part    thereof"  - 

shall  be  occupied/  used*  or:  l^Id^f^.'paxfc'axd.  recreational  purposes  and  uses  in- 
cident or  appropriate,  .thereto  as  -gay,  be.  "determined  by  the  Board  of  Park  Com- 
missioners _o  IE  the, -City  of  Great /SkIILs'^ot-  its  successors,   but  upon  ceasing  to- 
be  so  be  Id, "used-  and"  enjoyed/  -*»"•£©  -the7  whole  "or  any  part,    this   conveyance    _.  ; 
o  the  extent  of  the  or ea shy-ll^co-me  void  and  no  longer  of  force,    effect   *- 

operation  as  "against  Che  PARTY-  OF HHE^FTEST  PART,    its   successors  end   assigns. 

■•:  -.-*■■     y-t;>--b; ^~? 1  ■^^^•"^■^QZY  "■**■■  •"  -  "-'• 

U5  WITNESS  WHEREOF,    the  said  PARTY  OF  THE  FIRST  PART  has   caused  thes«  pre- 
sents  to  be  executed  after .  having  -iirrt" -bieeti  thereunto,  duly  authorized   by  the 
Members  of .  Great  Jails  lodge rjSL-.21A'jp£^Xbje  Benevolent  and  Protective  Order,  of 

Elks   and  with  the  approval  of '  th*  "Grand  "longe  -of  said  Order   the  day  and  rear 
first  above  writtefli*^;!^*3^s^  ...    '-'  :K~~. 


shall 

or 


v$ 


THE  BENEVOLENT 

.**rcp»«Wi«»-»  ^^v^,fr  wxw^x  w,    .— w  OF  THE  UNITED-- 

,  ^^^JtePSp2Ssc  STATES. OF-  AMERICA,   a  non-profit  corporation. 


kennetn  Duniap-^v   ^igfJ&fffi 


~r^-&?.:*~j&- 


}&.& 


S«P«T.'  ' 


-„  Clarence  F.  Mieyr 


""„  -.  -< 
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«.-  A.  sal,  t^  teiflg  d^fia.^.^1  >.  «U  „  I.'  S*i.f  ^V 


1,   the  SiP-     Ser-      i 


61-02'   E.   fo  0  feet-^   thncl  S^T3V  I     50  QE£  JJi0i«     *& 
E-    5O.0  £e**-tZ~*   thenc8  ■-   64*25'  E     50 j  f     fe€C'    thence  j*** 

feet;    thence  5     Sl*OV   »     c„E-,  50-°  ^8et;    cheacT*     7*«<»tC1     z- 
to  the  vest  l^e  ^f^Oli-c^0  f~c>*   *^l^*dv   S*LZZ  I0-0 
(the  last  22  t»«^   ^^  Screet  of  Orizinal  T^JT-r  -       E-   ^-^  feet, 

Pacific  SilSaoT^toLl  ^-S^'  *S*S^g  'l2?'>  ^ 
S.  47*53'  9     6^  «  ?  the  *****  *»ni  ofteTirflfiLj^S  *^  north 

V.   o55  0  f e*£-   J:        »   thence  S.  57*01'  ¥     So  «  *     feet;    thence  S. 
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«ec;    thence  S.   33*06'  w     ™*  A  i65-*  *eet;    thence  S     i7«,e,  „• 
f  ence  S.   22*58,'' r/«0j5  J^?  ^f>   whence T^|*f 7-^  Hl^n  I*0'0 
S-   5  30'  V.   165.0  fee?.    rJEf*?'   thence  S.  34*39'  W     235  n  I60*0  feec» 
Present  right  bink  S  tbilSJ^S1*  *aB»d  ^ses'bS;0^^   ttsacs 
feet,   to  a  point  whZca  Uel^Tl  Riv^r»   *****  S/SrSa^Vw  n 
line  or  the  main  l^T^^T'fi5  ^O-O  feet  north  of  r*>l  ~^  ■       *•  352.0 

^ilroadrthenlS  ^7^?f  ^«50,  ^^ieeflt^SS'.0?1^        "' 
feet;   thence  H.    63*03?  f  5oV?'°  fef5'*  "SS'l.   71®  I  ^^ 
thence  ».   59°4«;»   y     r/i  5%50-0  feetr  fS^r-r  1     ««io   »     ^r-   5"«° 
H.   50*41?  e     50  0  ^52r°  fe^rthea^?i^f|^.6^  3|I  *-   50,0  feet; 


--*-»    taence  ai.   21"09r  E    "^n  n -<  •       ***c»    tnence  M.   24*50*   r     cf   A  ' 
taencs  H.   16*20'  F     ?n  J5\r5C-°  ^eet;  thence  ¥     I75sn»  »     «r«  A  -51-0 
»-#W43'   E.   50  0  fe^:°^Mt;    Cjea^  *-^   0'   E  So  Sv50*0  f£et* 
22*26'   E.   50.0  feet-   JL^f1"  H- .20*45-  Z.   50  0  fS-'   rSft5   thfiac« 
Z.  50  0  f«*r-   *-u^   '   theace  ».-*23#4*« -»y  tn  n  *IL£     C;   thence  H. 
<i   n  *     reer>   thence  M.- 27*06*  vt     t%  n~2  50-°  feet;    thence  «     ?c*^f 
51.0  feetr  thenee  ».  31- W»:  ?A  5°1°  ^^  thence  rS^  I     2° 
feet;   thence  H.  33*49'  ^50^  |°-°  ***;   thence  H.   32*17'   e     5n  „     - 
tiience  5,   23*24f  r     In  «  ^a-°  feetj  theoce  *     3«"«?  »  ' *^1  50.0    „.-. 
ST.  47  •-»«??  ^°  S7  J"-  SO-O  feetr    t«^-J-^^*f^,3°  -        E.  .50.0  feet;     ^ 
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i^;°  fw;   thence  H.  5^|?f  J-  JS'S  f6*^  thence  m!  54*42'  5*  *■' 
feet;   thence  B,  58*401  I     ?n«EA  l°°-°  ^eet;   «^^i-^  a     57*A;t   5'  ,^ 
(the  last  45  neael  caaJL*  2;°  feeC;  «"««  ■TS'O8  E    9?n  f^100-0 
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che  trace  above  dSc^w  uerJ  that  «rtaia  trac*  of  i^ 

—»  —  sat?  arssrirss^SjSs^ 

■.  _        Frca  a  concrete  monuaent  ^   ^^  , 

°^Slnal  Townsite  of  GrSt^U?  ^VeTme  Sorth»   of  ehe 
^ncana;    run  N.   89*16'   W     510 1}*1  C*soade  Countv,        ** 
^?;5  feet,    to  the  weV^  ^f  feec>   ^d  H-   50»23'  W 
•'     Chicago,   Milwaukee     St     S.f?  r    «  Way   liae   of   the 

Southwesterly  265  0  feet   ^  &  Paci^  Railroad      the-,- 

29  22'  W.  5i.0  f  •  ££ «  W.  73  3  feet;  thence  S. 
thence  S.  26°20'  W  50  0  ff.f'  2Z  06  R-  50.0  fee- 
50,0  feet;  thence  Vzi ?2 1' 'w'*  STJ  S*  23*48*  S" 
..  20-45'  w.  50.0  feet-  thence  S  ?2^fesC;  thc^8  S. 
thence  S.  16*0'  ff  1*1  ?^tJ\ll  43  *•  50.0  f=et: 
being  on  said  west  rlgnt  S'wJ^JT'  —  *  courses 
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STAI3   OF  MCN7A3A 
CCUN77  CF  CASCAES  « 


SS: 


On  this 


i- day  or  August,  1966,  before  m,  the  undersigned, 


«  -.  . 


a  Sotary  Public  fcr;  the  Stats  of  Montana,  personally  appeared  JOHN  J. 
.GILLIGAH,  CLARICE  ?.  MI-*,  KENNETH  DUNLAP,  JOHN  HASS  and  EDWARD  OSVEILER,'  ' 
Trustees  of  Great  Falls  Lodge  Ho.  214  of  the  Benevolent  and  Protective  Order 
ox  Elks,  a  non-profit  corporation,  and  acknowledged  to  me  that  they  executed 
the  sane  as  the  Trustees  for  said  corporation. 

■■       EJ  WITNESS  WHEREOF,  I  have  hereunto  set' 'my  hand  and  affLed  my  Official 
Seal  the  day  and  year  in  this  certificate  first  aheve  written. 


(NOTARIAL' SEAL) 


Notary  Punilc  for  the  Stat*  of  Montana 

Residing  at  Great  Falls  Montana  ~  . 
My  commission  expires  :\^,L.    )(     /  ?/  J 

/ 


<SMor\tai\afDep<irtn\eT\t 

of 

Tisti'WUdUfeCBl'ParH^ 


Helena,  Montana    59620 
February  1,  198  8 


Mr.  Sutton  F.  Stephens,  P.E. 
Montana  Regional  Manager 
Atwood-Hinzman  Inc. 
1620  Regent  Street 
Missoula,  Montana    59801 

Dear  Mr.  Stephens: 

RE:   10th  Street  Bridge,  Great  Falls 
BHM  5  211  (2) 

I  have  reviewed  the  vicinity  map  for  the  above  referenced 
project.  The  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  has  no  lands 
in  the  immediate  project  area  which  would  be  impacted  by  the 
proposed  development.  Nor  are  there  any  Land  and  Water 
Conservation  Fund  projects  which  would  involve  a  conversion  of 
use  by  the  development  of  your  proposed  project. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment.  If  you  have  any 
questions  please  call  me  at  444-3750. 

Sincerely, 


GRETCHEN  OLHEISER,  Chief 
Operations  Bureau 
Parks  Division 


\~ 


SD/tr 


<fMoi\tai\a  Departirferji 

of 

Tisti/Wiidtife  (Si  TtorfQ 


Helena,  Montana    59620 
March  28,  1988 


Mr.  Sutton  F.  Stephens,  P.E. 
Atwood-Hinzman 
Consulting  Engineers 
1620  Regent  Street 
Missoula,  MT   59801 

Dear  Mr.  Stephens: 

Re:   859044 

10th  Street  Bridge  -  Great  Falls,  MT 

We  have  reviewed  the  proposed  development  of  a  connector  bridge 
on  9th  Street  and  its  effect  on  Riverside  Park.  Although  park 
land  will  be  impacted  by  this  project,  it  is  not  land  which  will 
cause  a  conversion  of  use  under  Section  6(f)  of  the  Land  and 
Water  Conservation  Fund  Act. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment.  Thank  you  for  your 
cooperation . 


Sincerely, 


GRETCHEN  OLHEISER,  Chief 
Operations  Bureau 
Parks  Division 


tr 

cc:      Tom  Sullivan,  Director 

Park  and  Recreation  Department 

P.O.  Box  5021 

Great  Falls,  MT   59403 


P.O.  Box  5021,  59403-5021 


Telephone  406  /  727-5881 


MoJtaRA 


January  14,  1991 


Jason  Giard,  P.E. 

Engineering  Services  Supervisor 

Great  Falls  District 

Montana  Department  of  Highways 

P.O.  Box  1359 

Great  Falls,  Montana  59403-1359 

Dear  Mr.  Giard: 


Thank  you  for  your  letter  of  November  30,  1990  in  which  the  City  of  Great  Falls  was  requested 
to  provide  a  proposal  for  mitigation  of  park  land  impacted  by  the  proposed  9th  Street  North 
Connector  Bridge  Project  (BHM  5211  -  10th  Street  Bridge). 

The  park  land  impacted  has  not  been  developed  or  actively  used  as  park.  This  has  been  in  a 
large  part  due  to  the  size  and  configuration  of  this  tip  of  park  land  and  due  to  roadway  and 
railway  uses  nearby. 

As  you  know,  the  Great  Falls  City  Commission  unanimously  endorsed  the  "Riverfront  Recreational 
Corridor"  conceptual  plan.  Under  the  plan,  park  land  and  abandoned  railroad  right  of  way  near 
the  south  approach  of  the  subject  bridge  project  are  proposed  for  use  as  a  recreational  path. 
To  accommodate  park  impact,  the  City  of  Great  Falls  proposes  that  the  path  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
bridge  project  be  built  to  mitigate  the  1.218  acres  of  park  land  to  be  impacted  by  the  project. 

This  communication  has  been  coordinated  with  Tom  Sullivan,  City  Parks  and  Recreation  Director. 

We  look  forward  to  the  incorporation  of  this  proposal  into  the  Environmental  Assessment 
documentation  and  design  for  this  project. 

Sincerel 

/ 

XJohn  Lawton 
City  Manager 

cc:       John  Mooney,  Planning 

Tom  Sullivan,  Parks  &  Recreation 
Chuck  Jennings,  Rec.  Trails  Committee 
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AGREEMENT  AND  PARTIAL  RELEASE  OF  RESTRICTIVE  COVENANTS 

THIS  AGREEMENT,  made  and  entered  into  this    /%4K    day  of  fjjtsiu  1991 , 

between  the  Great  Falls  Lodge  No.  21 4  of  the  Benevolent  and  Protective  Order  of  Elks 

of  the  United  States  of  America,  a  non-profit  corporation,  hereinafter  referred  to  as  "Elks" 

and  the  City  of  Great  Falls,  Montana,  a  municipal  corporation,  hereinafter  referred  to  as 

"City"; 

WHEREAS,  on  August  15,  1966,  Elks  conveyed  to  City  certain  real  property 

described  in  the  bargain  and  sale  deed  for  park  purposes  as  recorded  on  March  25, 

1 974,  appearing  in  Reel  No.  92,  Document  No.  624  of  the  Clerk  and  Recorder's  Office  of 

Cascade  County,  Montana.  This  conveyance  contains  the  following  restrictions: 

"Provided,  said  lands,  and  the  whole  and  every  part  thereof  shall  be  occupied, 
used  or  held  for  park  and  recreational  purposes  and  uses  incident  or  appropriate 
thereto  as  may  be  determined  by  the  Board  of  Park  Commissioners  of  the  City  of 
Great  Falls,  or  its  successors,  but  upon  ceasing  to  be  so  held,  used  and  enjoyed, 
as  to  the  whole  or  any  part,  this  conveyance  shall,  to  the  extent  of  the  breach, 
become  void  and  no  longer  of  force,  effect  or  operation  as  against  the  party  of  the 
first  part,  its  successors  and  assigns." 

WHEREAS,  in  association  with  the  Montana  Department  of  Highways,  City  is 
pursuing  a  combined  program  of  projects  including:  1)  the  construction  of  a  new 
i  0th/9th  Street  North  Connector  Bridge;  2)  the  reconstruction  of  a  portion  of  3th  Street 
North  between  River  Drive  and  8th  Avenue  North;  and,  3)  the  reconstruction  of  River  Drive 
between  the  south  end  of  the  new  10th  Street  Bridge  and  15th  Street  North;  and, 

WHEREAS,  the  right  of  way  for  said  projects  will  encroach  over  and  upon 
approximately  1  acre,  more  or  less,  near  the  northeast  end  of  the  property  described  in 
the  above-referenced  deed;  and, 


1 


£™ 


—    r» 


WHEREAS,  a  portion  of  the  existing  right  of  way  of  River  Drive  through  said 
property  will  be  returned  to  park  land;  and, 

WHEREAS,  a  release  from  the  said  restrictive  covenants  is  necessary  to 
accommodate  the  right  of  way  needs  of  said  comoined  program  of  projects;  and, 

WHEREAS,  the  City  has  renamed,  in  perpetuity,  the  entire  "Riverside  Park"  with  a 
name  of  the  Elks  own  choosing  and  is  now  referenced  as,  "Elks  Riverside  Park;" 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  THE  PARTIES  HERETO  MUTUALLY  COVENANT  AND  AGREE 
AS  FOLLOWS: 

1 .  Elks  hereby  release  from  the  protective  covenants  quoted  above,  1  acre,  more 
or  less,  located  in  the  northeast  end  of  the  property  for  purposes  of  allowing  construction 
of  said  combined  program  of  projects  over  and  upon  said  property. 

2.  City  will  have  the  subject  property,  1  acre,  more  or  less,  appraised  and 
thereafter  will  expend  the  appraised  amount  on  improvements  in  the  park  (Elks  will  be 
involved  in  determining  the  improvements  to  be  made).  This  shall  be  a  condition 
subsequent  and  this  agreement  will  not  be  binding  on  the  parties  to  this  agreement  until 
satisfied. 

3.  City  will  net  record  this  document  until  after  the  necessary  contracts  have  been 
awarded  for  the  construction  of  all  of  the  said  projects. 

4.  Except  for  the  approximate  1  acre  hereby  released  from  restrictive  covenants, 
the  parties  hereto  agree  and  affirm  that  the  said  protective  covenants  above-referenced 
shall  continue  to  apply  to  the  balance  of  the  real  property  described  in  the  above- 
referenced  deed. 
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5.  This  agreement  shall  run  with  the  land  and  be  binding  upon  the  successors 
and  assigns  of  the  parties  hereto. 

IN  WITNESS  WHEREOF,  the  parties  have  caused  this  agreement  to  be  executed 

as  of  the  day  and  year  first  above  written. 

GREAT  FALLS  LODGE  NO.  214  of  the  Benevolent  and 
Protective  Order  of  Elks  of  the  United  States  of 
America^  non-profit  organization 


'#L^L7K,,,j£ 


Trustees  of  Great  Falls  Lodge  No.  21 4  of  Benevolent  & 
Protective  Order  of  Elks 


CITY  OF  GREAT  FALLS,  MONTANA 


Ardith  Aiken,  Mayor 


John  W.  Lawton,  -City  Manager 


ATTEST: 


jg^Ljmfadrson;  City  Clerk 
(SEAL  OF  OTY)     ,1/      X//  flEccnDHD  £r  V  ^ 

*-         /  /         /    /  //  TIKE  tO'.lS  l\    ... 


document  ;;o. 


'APPROVED  AS  TO  FORM:    L  ^cou^nu^^ 

David  V.  Gliko,  City  Attorney  e,  Or  G  QJ^  <jl^^ 


Q*rv— 
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State  of  Montana  ) 

County  of  Cascade  : 

City  of  Great  Falls  ) 


On  this    18th     day  of      June          1991 ,  before  me,  the  undersigned,  a  Notary 
Public  for  the  State  of  Montana,  personally  appeared    Donald  stuart,  Bill  Bos , 

Logan  Hurlbert,  Joe  Summers,  and Albert  Kunesh ,  known tO  me 

to  be  the  Trustees  of  Great  Falls  Lodge  No.  214  of  Benevolent  &  Protective  Order  of  Elks 
whose  names  are  subscribed  to  the  within  instrument  and  acknowledged  to  me  that  they 
executed  the  came. 

IN  WITNESS  WHEREOF,  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  affixed  my  official  seal 
the  day  and  year  in  this  certificate  first  above  written. 

Notao/  Public  for  the  State  of  Montana 
(Notariai  Seal)  Residing  at  Great  Falls,  Montana 

My  Commission  Expires:      1-25-92 


State  of  Montana  ) 

County  of  Cascade  : 

City  of  Great  Falls  ) 

On  this  yfer^dav  of  -juuP  ,  1991,  before  me,  the  undersigned,  a  Notary 
Public  for  the  State  of  Montana,  personally  appeared  Ard'rth  Aiken  and  John  W.  Lawton 
known  to  me  to  be  the  Mayor  and  City  Manager  of  the  City  of  Greai  Faiis,  Moniana, 
whose  names  are  subscribed  to  the  within  instrument  and  acknowledged  to  me  that  they 
executed  the  same. 

IN  WITNESS  WHEREOF,  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  affixed  my  official  seal 
the  day  and  year  in  this  certificate  first  above/Written. 

Jotary 'Public  for  the  State~oT Montana 
(Notarial  Seal)        V:  Residing  at  Great  Falls,  Montana 

.;  My  Commission  Expires:      j  -  X  5"  ~~  7jf 
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Telephone  406  /  727-5881 


MASTER 

FILE 

COPY 


».0.  Box  5021,  59403-5021 

March  5,  1992 


Ms.  Edrie  L.  Vinson,  Supervisor 
Environmental  Section 
Montana  Department  of  Transportation 
Helena,  Montana  59620 

Re:      10th  Street  North  Bridge  Project 

Dear  Ms.  Vinson: 


For  purposes  of  completing  the  environmental  documents  for  the  subject  project,  the 
following  is  provided  on  behalf  of  the  City  of  Great  Falls. 

Pursuant  to  23  C.F.R.  771.135,  the  City  of  Great  Falls  has  determined  that  "Elks  Riverside 
Park"  is  a  significant  park  and  recreational  area. 

The  specific  park  land  impacted  by  this  project  has  not  been  developed  or  actively  used  as 
park.  This  has  been  in  large  part  due  to  the  size  and  configuration  of  this  tip  of  park  land 
and  due  to  roadway  and  railway  uses  in  the  area.  However,  with  the  abandonment  of 
railways  and  the  realignment  of  roadways,  there  are  now  plans  to  install  a  recreation  trail 
through  the  area.  This  trail  will  serve  to  mitigate  the  park  land  to  be  impacted  by  the  bridge 
project.  The  potential  further  lies  with  the  addition  of  landscaping  and  related 
improvements  to  this  undeveloped  portion  of  park  land. 

We  look  forward  to  the  completion  of  the  environmental  documents  so  this  project  can 
continue  to  design  and  eventual  construction  in  1993. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  Ben  Rangel,  City-County  Planning  Board,  727-5881, 
extension  333. 


Sincerely, 


MAR121992 


John  Lawton 
City  Manager 

JL:BMR:jp 


cc:       Jason  Giard,  MDT  -  Great  Falls 

John  Mooney,  City-County  Planning 
Charlie  Wilson,  Park  &  Rec.  Dept. 


